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' ‘Tne Prosecution or Wii11am Rovpstt will, it is 
understood, be taken up by the Government, and copies 
| of the depositions taken at Guildford have been fur- 

nished to the Home Office. It is now stated that two 
bills of indictment will be preferred—one charging the 
' offence of forging the signature of the deceased Mr. 
 Roupell to the deed of gift of the Kingston estate, 
_which was the subject of the action of ejectmens tried 
' at the Guildford Assizes, the other charging the same 
offence with respect to the supposed will of the deceased. 
_ Mr. Roupell is now confined i Horsemonger-lane Gaol, 
"and from that place he would, under ordinary circum- 
_ stances, be removed in due course to Newgate, there to 
' await the issue of his trial. We are informed, however, 
“that he is in charge of the Sheriff of Surrey under a 
'detainer for debt, and that he cannot, therefore, be 
' transferred to Newgate until a true bill is found against 
‘him, which will justify his removal under a writ of 








corpus. 
_ It is stated that in addition to Mr. Roupell’s own tes- 
' timony to the forgeries, which will probably be summed 
-up in the single word “guilty ” on the trial, there is a 
considerable amount of corroborative evidence in the 
' back-ground, which can be brought to bear if an op- 
' portunity is offered. Although this evidence may 
‘unnecessary, and perhaps inadmissible in a criminal 


| trial under the circumstances, it may prove of consi- | 


derable value in establishing the rights which the un- 
_ precedented audacity of the self-accused criminal has 
- thrown into such apparently inextricable confusion. 
There may be persons among the general public who 
_ are inclined to attribute much of the evil that has arisen 
to carelessness in members of the legal profession in 
accepting the titles offered on the strength of the forged 
‘documents. We are inclined to think that such impu- 
» tations will turn out to be erroneous. We are ourselves 
» aware of one instance, of which, for obvious reasons, we 
' suppress the particulars, in which a gentleman well 
_known in the legal profession steadily refused to sanc- 
_ tion by his professional 1 phos the completion of a 
| transaction having the well-known deed of gift for its 
_ basis, on the sim le ground that there was no apparent 
reason for the eit, and that, therefore, the concurrence 
of the donor ought to be obtained. This gentleman, 
-at the time, incurred to some extent the displeasure of 
his clients; but now that the bubble has burst he has 
_ the proud consciousness of having saved them from loss 
| by postponing his personal comfort to his professional 


duty. 
: The amount of punishment which Mr. Roupell will 
incur if convicted has been already alluded to in this 
_ journal ; but as we have seen an incorrect statement of 
_ the law on the subject in some other publications, we 
take the present opportunity of quoting the statute 
_ which applies. It must be remembered that the indict- 
| ment is stated to have reference, not to the destruction 
' of the real will, but to the forging of deeds and of a 
| will. With reference to the first of these offences it is 
| enacted that :—‘“ Whosoever, with intent to defraud, 
shall ag or alter, or shall offer, utter, dispose of, or 
_ off, knowing the same to be forged or altered, any 
deed, or any bond or writing obligatory, or any assign- 
_ ment at law or in equity of any such bond or writing 
obligatory, or shall forge any name, handwriting, or 
signature, purporting to be the name, handwriting, or 
Signature, of a witness attesting the execution of any 
_ deed, bond, or writing obligatory, or shall offer, utter, 
dispose of, or put off any deed, bond, or writing obliga- 
tory having thereon any such forged name, handwriting, 
or signature, knowing the same to be forged, shall be 


g 





guilty of felony, and being convicted thereof shall be 
jable, at the discretion of the Court, to be kept in 
penal servitude for life, or for any term not less than three 
years,—or to be imprisoned for any term not exceeding 
two years, with or without hard labour, and with or with- 
out solitary confinement.” (24 & 25 Vict, ¢. 98, s. 20.) 
The provision respecting the forgery of a will is pre- 
cisely the same :—“ Whosoever, with intent to defraud, 
shal — or alter, or shall offer, utter, dispose of, or 
put off, knowing the same to be forged or altered, any 
will, testament, codicil, or testamentary instrument, 
shall be guilty of felony, and being convicted thereof 
shcll be liable, at the diseretion of the Court, to be kept 
in penal servitude for life, or for any term not less than 
three years,—or to be imprisoned for any term not ex- 
ceeding two years, with or without hard labour, and 
with or without solitary confinement.” (Same Act, 
sect. 21.) 


Our REMOTE ANCESTORS used to call themselves 
“ John, the son of Thomas,” and ‘‘ Thomas, the Son of 
John ;” and even at a more recent period, when surnames 
had become almost universal, the spelling of such names 
was very imperfectly ascertained. ‘Thus, we have 
heard of Wesley and Wellesley being indifferently used 
in the family of the Earl of Mornington, and the pro- 
tean nature of the immortal Shakspeare’s patronymic is 
so well known as to have passed into a proverb It re- 
mained for the present age of novelties and discoveries 
to see gentlemen aspiring to a names not their own, 
and exalted functionaries gravely urging that such an 
important step must not be taken without proper legal 
formalities. The case of Mr. Jones (would-be Herbert), 
of Clytha, must be still in the recollection of our 
readers. 

The following ponenepentenee has taken place be- 
tween the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Lieutenant of 
the county of Monmouth, relative to Mr. Jones, the 
gentleman in question :— 

“ Llanover, August 14, 1862. 

‘*My Lord,—I forward to your lordship a copy of the 
correspondence which has passed between the clerk of the 

of this county and the clerk of the Crown. 

“ T directed the clerk of the peace to make inquiry for my 
guidance whether an application had been made by Mr. Jones, 
of Clytha, for a dedimus potestatum to act as a magistrate in 
this county, under the name which he had assumed, without 
Royal licence. The clerk of the Crown has stated that appli- 
cation had been made and had been refused. This correspon- 
dence appeared in the county papers on Saturday, August 2, 
and when the names of justices were called at the recent 
assizes, held at Monmounth, on Friday, the 8th instant, Mr. 
Jones’s naine was called as heretofore. On the following day, 
viz., Saturday, August 9, it was announced in a county paper 
that Mr. Jones had appealed to a higher authority, and that 
his right to have his name enrolled as Herbert had been ad- 
mitted; asa proof of which the name of Mr. Jones had been 
called as Herbert at the assizes in the grand jury panel. 

“ As the ‘higher authority’ indicates your lordship, I beg 
the favour of a reply for my further guidance as to whether 
application has been made to your lordship to recognise Mr. 
Jones under the name he has assumed; and if so, whether 
your lordship has recognised him under that name or author- 
ised its recognition. 

“T have the honour to be, my lord your lordship’s obedient 
servant, 

“ LLanover, Lord Lieutenant of Monmouthshire. 

“ The Right Hon. the Lord Chancellor.” 

“34, Belgrave-square, August 16, 1862. 

“ My Lord,—I am directed by the Lord Chancellor to state 
to your Lordship that the Lord Chancellor has not recognised 
Mr. Jones, of Clytha, as entitled to be called Herbert, or as 
having a right to assume that surname. y 

“When Mr. Jones has obtained the Royal licence to 
assume and bear the name and arms of Herbert the Lord 
Chancellor will direct the necessary alteration to be made in 
the commission.—I have the honour, to be your lordship’s 
obedient servant, “Suixessy, Beruen., Prin. Sec. 

“ The Lord Llanover.”’ 


We shall perhaps recur before very long to this sub- . 
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ject, which, however trifling it may be in itself, becomes 
interesting. from the dignity and gravity of the com- 
batants. The Trojan War was only about a silly 
woman; but when gods and men rushed pell-mell into 
the fray, the world held its breath, and looked on in 
amazement. A surname is not much to quarrel about ; 
but we may spare a moment from graver studies when 
Jones of Clytha throws down the gauntlet to Bethell of 
Westbury. 





THE STATE OF THE LAw relating to auctioneers might 
perhaps with advantage be brought under the attention 
of the Legislature. It would seem to be a common 
device to set up mock auctions in shops for the purpose 
of entrapping unwary strangers and obtaining from 
them a contract for the purchase of goods at a price 
altogether out of proportion to their actual value. On 
Tuesday last a foreigner made a complaint at the 
Mansion House of his having been thus deluded at a 
house in Leadenhall-street, the goods, which were 
purchased at £18, being found on a closer scrutiny to 
be worth only about a third of that value. The 
greatest difficulty attending legislation on such a subject 
would be to draw the line between a mock auction and 
areal one. We believe that the brokers will generally 
“run up” goods even at a genuine auction for the 

' purpose of keeping up a monopoly; and in the case 
of a mock auction it would be difficult to prove that 
the running up was fictitious and that the bidders were 
in collusion with the auctioneer and were never in- 
tended to pay. Laws, however, would never be made 
if we were rebuffed by every trifling obstacle; and 
as the evil above alluded to seems to be assuming 
rather a portentous magnitude, we hope that ere long 
some enterprising member of Parliament will take 
“auction reform” as his war-cry, and will protect the 
public from these scandalous impositions for the future. 


A CASE OF UNLAWFUL PAWNING was decided at the 
Mansion House on Wednesday last, under rather singular 
circumstances. The defendant, a tailor, had been em- 
ployed by a clothier to make up some coats at 3s. 2d. 
each, the material being the property of the clothier. 
When the coats were finished, the clothier was dissatisfied 
with the work, and required certain alterations to be 
made. The defendant, wanting money to pay his hands, 
and considering the work to have been properly done 
and the whole sum to be due, pawned six of the coats 
for £1 1s., which was less than the amount which he 
supposed to be owing to him. The defence set up was 
that the sum raised did not exceed that which in fact 
was due from the clothier to the defendant. The 
Lord Mayor decided that the defendant had no right 
to take the law into his own hands, and that the fact of 
his being a creditor did not take the case out of the 
Pawnbrokers’ Act, which provides that persons pawn- 
ing goods without the permission of the owner shall 
forfeit a sum not exceeding £5 in addition to the full 
value of the goods, and in default of payment may be 
imprisoned with hard labour for a term not exceeding 
three calendar months. 


A PRINTED crrcuLaR has been sent to us, as a 
specimen of touting, somewhat novel in its character. 
It is as follows :— 

Sir,—It has recently been suggested to me (as a solicitor of 
thirty years’ standing, practising in, and a few yards only dis- 
tant from, the Lord Mayor’s Court of London), by members of 
eminent commercial firms, that if the powers of that Court 
were more generally known, doubtful debts (particularly on 
returned cheques, bills of exchange, and other property) might 
be secured. Stop orders, or attachments, on funded stock, are 
very general, also garnishee orders restraining the transfer of 
debts, or property, due to a debtor. It often, however, occurs, 
that bills of exchange, notes, and cheques, although drawn in 
the country are made payable in London—that one or more of 
the parties primarily, or collaterally liable, dwells or carries on 
business in the metropolis, at the time of action brought, or has 
dwelt, or carried on business at some time within six months 





next before tho time of the action brought, or that the goods 
were ordered and delivered, or in other wérds, that the cause 
of action wholly, or in part, arose in London.—In any one of 
these cases, it is competent to the ereditor to enter a plaint or 
action in the Lord Mayor's Court, resembling in many respects 
the forms adopted by the Courts at Westminster, and, upon a 
proper affidavit (showing the creation and existence of tho 
debt), being filed, any of the goods, money, or debts of the 
defaulting party, held by others for his benefit, will be secured 
until the amount due is paid, or satisfactory bail given that the 
debt will be discharged, or the defendant forthcoming if judg. 
ment passes against him, 

Courts being held once a month, and long vacation (August 
10th to October 24th) not being regarded as holiday, little or 
no delay occurs, and whether the debt be above or under £20, 
the expense is considerably less than in the superior courts. 

If the party liable for a debt has goods or property in Eng- 
land or Wales, judgment obtained in the Lord Mayor’s Court 
may be made available against such property, by execution 
from the superior courts, Apologising for thus troubling you, 
—I remain, Sir, Yours most obediently, C.D. 

July, 1862. 

Solicitors’ charges for preparing and putting on stamp the 
following documents exclusive of duty, and not exceeding 

1,080 words in length :— 


£3. da. 
Common agreements and indentures of 
apprenticeship . . ‘ i i | Ae aa 
Lease, bill of sale, transfer of life policy, 
common or marriage bond . > - 010 6 
Transfer of freeholds or leaseholds on sale 
or mortgage or assigninent under Bank- 
ruptcy Acts for creditors . : 015 0 
Will of lands, houses, money, or goods 07 6 
Letter for debt a ; . Oe: ie ae 
Writ of summons in superior courts or 
Lord Mayor’s Court for debt, whether 
above or under £20, if defendant resi- 
dent within 5 miles of General Post 
Office, and where not recoverable from 
the debtor, including service . ‘ 015 0 


If defendant resident beyond 5 miles ex- 
clusive of service . : ‘ ‘ sh: @ 
N.B.—In the Lord Mayor's Court, if the Debtor resides out of the City 
of London, an affidavit by plaintiff is necessary before any process 
can be issued, 

Attending at bankruptcy court to inspect 
and report specially on bankrupts’ 
balance-sheet and accounts, or on deed 
of trust in bankruptcy . A ° . 

Attending sale at Mart or Garraway’s 

Attending and conducting hearing or oppo- 
sition in Bankruptcy Court, or any me- . 
tropolitan local court, exclusive of cab 
or omnibus fare to and from . 010 6 

Where the debt exceeds £2, and the debtor resides beyond 
twenty miles distance from the plaintiff, or in a different local 
court district to that in which he lived when the debt was con- 
tracted, the creditor may proceed either in the superior courts 
or county court. 

Instructions for process must contain— 

Christian, surname, place of abode, and occupation of 
plaintiff. The same of defendant yunt of debt, 
when and at what place contracted, and bill of the goods 
had, or copy of bill of exchange or note (if any). 

Country letters of inquiry will be attended to on receipt of 
2s., to be credited in any subsequent business transaction. 


WorRKMEN ARE ACTIVELY ENGAGED in converting 
some portions of the late Insolvent Debtors’ Court into 
offices for the transaction of the business of the new 
Registration Court. Other portions of the emerge are 
reserved for proceedings before the Registrar, but it 
appears that as yet nothing very decisive has been de- 
termined upon. The entrance to the new offices will 
be in Lincoln’s-inn-Fields, and it is stated that business 
will be transacted therein before next term. 


Mr. Justice Metior attended chambers on ‘Tuesday, 
last for the first time since his return from the Liver- 
pool Assizes. One of the learned judges will attend 
chambers twice a week during™the remainder of the 
vaettion. Vice-Chancellor Stuart attends ehambers at 


0 5 0 
0 5 0 








a ens 


Tne 2 © DW et 


thes 


the . 
tates 


@meeqoenrtanm™m*™ ™ * 


ity 


nd 
sal 


rts 





Sept. 13,1862. THK SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


803 








Lincoln’s-inn, where he has disposed of numerous ap- 
plications attended by counsel. 


AtperMAN JAMEs LAWrexce, the new sheriff for 
London and Middlesex, has appointed as his under- 
sheriff for the year of his shrievalty Mr. J. Mackrell, 
of Cannon-street West. Mr. Hugh Jones, the second 
sheriff, has appointed as his under-sheriff Mr. Deputy 
Farrer, who at present holds a like office under Mr. 
Sheriff Cockerell. 


Mr. Banon Wixpz has appointed Mr. James Grant, 
of the Northern Circuit, author of “ Law of Corpora- 
tions,” also of “ Bankers and Banking,” revising bar- 
rister for the Northumberland district. 


a 


INDEFEASIBLE TITLE AND CASES OF FRAUD. 


“Fraud” has been the experimentum crucis of every 
registration scheme that ever has been suggested by law 
reformers. How to make title indefeasible to holders 
and ye be just to claimants ?—that is the question. 

The advocates of registration have always felt the 
difficulty of preventing such frauds as appear to be 
facilitated inevitably by any scheme which would make 
the title to land unimpeachable by the operation of a 
public register. The Registration Commissioners of 
1857, therefore, while they propose to enable any regis- 
tered owner to transfer an estate, with an immediate 
statutory title, suggested a provision that fraud in ob- 
taining a transfer of the registered ownership should 
defeat the title of the person who became registered by 
fraud. But the Commissioners thought the line ought 
to be drawn here, and that although a purchaser before 
he concluded his purchase had notice of any claims upon 
the estate, it would not be unjust to deprive parties of 
rights which were not protected upon the register. The 
Commissioners were in favour of entirely excluding the 
operation of the doctrine of notice in any cases within 
the scope of the measure then suggested. It will be 
observed, moreover, that the proposed enactment did 
not extend to the case of the registration being originally 
obtained by fraud, but only to cases where a transfer 
was 80 obtained. 

According to Sir Hugh Cairns’ bill of 1859 any per- 
son registered as proprietor of land “in pursuance of a 
transfer made for valuable consideration” was to hold 


* such land for an indefeasible estate in fee simple, sub- 


ject to the incumbrances (if any) appearing on the re- 
gister, ‘“‘but free from all other estates incumbrances 
and interests whatsoever.” Where a person was regis- 
tered as proprictor ‘in pursuance of a transfer made 
without valuable consideration,” he was to hold the land 
not only subject to the registered incumbrances, but 
also to any ‘unregistered estates rights or equities,” 
subject to which the transferor held the same. But 
“no notice of any trust, implied express or construc- 
tive,” was to be entered upon the register. According 
to this scheme, therefore, a purchaser for value would, 
upon registration, become absolutely entitled, under any 
circumstances, as against all the world. This was the 
manifest and express object of that bill. It carefully 
avoided all exceptions grounded upon fraud, and, neither 
directly nor indirectly, admitted the jurisdiction of 
courts of equity in any cases within its operation. 

We are at present, however, interested rather in what 
has ultimately received the sanction of the Legislature 
than in the various preliminary attempts which preceded 
the crowning and successful effort of thé present Lord 
Chancellor. We now propose to inquire how far fraud 
may affect the indefeasibility which Lord Westbury’s 
and Lord Cranworth’s Acts propose to confer upon 
those who avail themselves of the provisions of 
these statutes. And first, as to the more important 
of these statutes—Lord Westbury's Act “to Facilitate 
the Proof of Title to, and the Conveyance of, Real Es- 
tates,” which contains a set of clauses, included under | 





the general heading of ‘“ Proceedings to obtain 
tration of a title as indefeasible” (sects, 5 to 24). . Of 
these the most important is sect. 20, which enacts that, 
subject to the exceptions therein mentioned (and which 
do not affect the present inquiry), 

The persons originally and from time to time named and de- 
scribed in such “ record of title ” as aforesaid, shall, for the pur- 
poses of any sale, mortgage, or contract for valuable consideration 
by such persons respectively, be and be deemed to be as from the 
date of registering such record by the Registrar, or from such time 
as shall be fixed by him therein, absolutely and indefeasibly 

ssessed of and entitled to such estates, rights, powers, and 

nterests as shall be defined and expressed in sich record 

against all persons and free from all rights, in élaims, 
amd demands whatsoever, including ay estate, ¢laim, or iter- 
est of lier Majesty, her heits afd suctessors: . 

This section confers indefeasible title dpon Mahi pur- 
chaser for value, without any qualification, where he has 
notice of any unregistered incumbrance ; but it does 
not make the title unimpeachable in the hands of the 
original registeréd owner: so that if the Act contained 
no other provisions about fratid it might be said that 
there would be nothing to bpbier: ahy person against 
whom the registration would operate wrongfully from 
asserting his rights, notwithstanding the record of 
title. But it Shelly necessary to say that whoever 
intends to commit a fraud with the help of the register 
will be —s without a moment's delay, to substitute 
for himself a purchaser who would be invulnerable to 


all such attacks. There appears fo be not to 
vent any who has obtained registration fr 


isposing of the land the next hour, either by a Statu- 
tory disposition in any of the forms prescribed In the 
Act, or by indorsement on the land certificate, or even 
by merely depositing it (sect. 63).. To all intents and 
purposes, therefore, where the registration was obtas 
by fraud originally, there is nothing to prevent the 
person who has obtained it from immiedfately reaping 
the fruits of it, just as successfully as if the transaction 
had been throughout entirely bond fide and honest. 
Indeed, it appears to be doubtful whether so far as sect. 
20 is concerned, he might not, after sellitig the land in 

uestion, again become himself a protected purchaser. 

e Act contains fio such ¢lause as that which was sug- 

gested by the Registration Commissioners, namely, that 
which we have already mentioned as relating to fratd 
in obtaining a transfer ; and even if it did, 80 long a8 a 
registered purchaser for value, or mortgagee, against 
whom fraud cannot be proved, is secuted—although he 
takes from a reifatpred owner whose title might be 
impeached—it would opcrate little in defeating fraud, 
for the dishonest could always obtain money from 
persons who, innocently or wilfully, were ignorant of: 
the dishonesty, and therefore could not be affected by it. 

Lord Westbury’s Act, however, does contain a clause, 
and some words constituting an exception to another 
clause, which may appear at first sight sufficient to 
render unnecessary some of the observations already 
offered. The 108rd section provides that 

Nothing contained in this Act shall take away or affect the 
existing Jurisdiction of courts of equity, on the grpund of 
actual fraud, 

Now, we shall not be so presumptuous as to attempt 
the construction of this section, or its reconcilement 


| with the general scheme of the statute, and in partien- 


lar with sect. 20. We may, however, suggest a ques- 
tion or two, which will, no doubt, some day haye to be 
decided. What is the meaning of actual fraud? Is it 
intended to exclude all cases where the fraud is only 
constructive? Does it mean the fraud of the present. re- 
gistered owner, or will it include fraud in any prior re- 
gistered, or unregistered, owner, through whom the 
title is traced? If so, where is the indefeasibility ? 
If the Legislature really intends that nothing contained 
in the Act shall take away or affect the existing juris- 
diction of courts of equity, on the ground of actual 
fraud, what is to prevent any court of equity saying 
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to a registered purchaser for value—‘ The Act says 
you are, but we say you are not, absolutely and inde- 
feasibly of or entitled to such estates &c., 
because you have bought from a person whose title 
though registered was tainted by fraud”? So the old 
difficulty ever recurs. Indefeasibility is only in the 
ratio of injustice. Therefore, although Parliament was 
tickled with the notion of unimpeachable titles, and the 
statute in terms professes to confer them upon pur- 
chasers ; yet after all, upon further inquiry it turns 
out that the Legislature will not, and the Act does not, 
perpetrate the injustice which would be necessary for 
the complete attainment of this great desideratum. 
Thus the whole matter is left to the very courts whose 
subtleties in favour of honesty have caused the grand 
difficulty which the Act proposes to overcome. 

The only other section to which we need refer is the 
105th. It is as follows :— 

“Tf in any proceeding to obtain the registration of any land, 
or any land certificate or certificate of title, or otherwise in 
any transaction relating to land which is or is proposed to 
be put upon the registry, any person acting either as principal 
or agent shall, knowingly and with intent to deceive, make or 
assist or join in or be privy to the making of any material 
false statement or representation, or suppress, conceal, or 
assist or join in or be privy to the suppressing, withholding, or 
concealing from any judge, or the Registrar, or any person 
employed by or assisting the Registrar, any material document, 
fact, or matter of information, every person so acting shall be 
deemed to be guilty of a misdemeanor, and on conviction shall 
be liable to be imprisoned for a term not exceeding three years, 
and either with or without hard labour, or to be fined such 
sum as the Court by which he is convicted shall award: the 
act or thing done or obtained by means of such fraud or false- 
hood shall be null and void to all intents and purposes, except 
as against a purchaser for valuable consideratlon without 
notice. 

If this section stood by itself and were not controlled 
by sect. 103, and if it did not raise a difficulty in the 
construction of sect. 20, it might relieve us from our 
embarrassment about understanding the intention of 
the framers of the Act in respect to fraud. Accordin 
to sect. 105, if Roupell had registered the land whic 
he sold to Waite it would appear that the registration 
would not have been “ null and void” even as against 
Roupell—unless at the time of the forgery the land 
was “ proposed to be put upon the registry ;” and it 
seems clear enough that Waite could have held his 
ground unassailably upon the title which was derived 
through the forgery; inasmuch as a purchaser for 
valuable consideration without notice is excepted from 
the operation of the clause, and can stand upon the in- 
defeasible title which sect. 20 expressly gives him— 
unless indeed sect. 103 over-rides and crosses the opera- 
ion of all these provisions. Sect. 20 says nothing 
about notice to a purchaser, and so far as that clause 
goes, he might have the most express and direct notice, 
and yet his title be unimpeachable. Sect. 105 merely 
excepts a purchaser without notice from the provision 
that the act or thing done or obtained by fraud shall 
be null and void. But if Roupell had registered, 
although the registration would not have been null 
and void as against Waite perhaps it might have been 
voidable, and the title impeachable in his hands under 
sect. 103, by the plaintiff in the cause of Roupell v. 
Waite. But if so, this is a result which would be very 
unexpected indeed even by the Legislature who gave 
us the statute. 

Upon the whole, according to the best judgment that 
we can form, the intention of the Act appears to be to 
favour, at all hazards, and at the expense of everybody 
else, a purchaser for value without notice, even al- 
though by means of the register he has unwittingly 
become the purchaser of what honestly belongs to 
another person. Unless this be so “ indefeasibility ” is 
little more than a new name for what the British public 
have long been unconsciously enjoying ; inasmuch as 
courts of equity have always favoured purchasers for 





value without notice, and upheld them against every- 
thing except fraud, from which, if sect. 103 is to 
taken in its integrity, they are to have no more immu- 
nity in time to come than in days gone by. 

Lord Cranworth’s Act for obtaining a declaration of 
title frequently uses the phrase ‘‘indefeasible title ;” 
and it enacts (sect. 20) that the declaration of title, when 
it has become final, shall not be set aside “ by reason 
of any irregularity or informality in the proceedings 
previous to the making thereof.” The word “ fraud ” 
is here “conspicuous for its absence.” The clause is 
certainly remarkable as an example of a negative preg- 
nant ; and it would very probably be held that the Legis- 
lature intended by its silence in respect of fraud to 
enable courts of equity to set aside any declaration of 
title the attainment of which had been tainted by 
fraud. Indeed, the Act is remarkably silent as to what 
the effect of such declaration might be in any case 
where registration under Lord Westbury’s Act did not 
follow. It only says that the Court may “make a de- 
claration that the original petitioner has such title to 
the land in question as he sought to establish by his pe- 
tition or such title, subject to any restrictions, reserva- 
tions, or qualifications which it may deem necessary or 
proper to introduce.” 

But sect. 21 enacts that every such declaration of title 
may be registered ‘‘ as an indefeasible title” under Lord 
Westbury’s Act, and sect. 30 provides that from and 
after registration of any such land it shall be subject to 
the provisions of Lord Westbury’s Act in the same 
manner as if the registration had been duly taken under 
that Act. It does not require much subtlety to suggest 
some differences in respect of the effect produced by 
fraud between the respective proceedings under these 
two Acts prior to obtaining an indefeasible title. We 
must, however, leave something to the ingenuity of our 
readers—which we are not unwilling to do for the pre- 
sent. 

—_——_—-~ 


IMPEACHMENT OF COLONIAL JUDGES. ° 

The impeachment of a judge is a matter of extremely 
rare occurrenee in this country, but in our colonies this 
solemn and important proceeding is not unlikely soon 
to become familiar. It was only last week that we 
noticed an address which had been presented to the 
Crown by the South Australian Parliament, praying for 
the removal of one of the provincial judges on the 
ground of his alleged incompetency as a lawyer. The 
procedure adopted appears to have been based upon the 
English statute law applicable to the removal of the 
judges of the Superior Courts of Westminster Hall. 
We have now to announce the “impeachment” of a 
judge of the Province of Upper Canada, where the 
course of procedure in such cases is regulated by an 
Act of the provincial legislature. Mr. Hughes, a judge 
ot the county of Elgin (Upper Canada), has been called 
upon to answer an “impeachment” for misbehaviour. 
The prosecutor is a mere private litigant, without the 
aid or the sanction of the Crown, further than what is 
implied in the allowance by the Governor-General of 
the prosecution ; and the original complaint consisted 
of no fewer than fifty-six charges, relating to a great 
variety of matters involving inability as well as mis- 
conduct. 

The entire procedure prescribed in such cases by the 
local legislature appears to us to be very anomalous 
and unwise.. 

The legislature of Upper Canada a few years ago 
passed an Act for establishing in that province a Court 
of Impeachment, for the trial of charges against county 
court judges by whomsoever such charges might be 
preferred. The Court is composed of three chief 
judges, but as a preliminary step towards the exercise of 
its jurisdiction the Govenor-General must be satisfied 
that there is at least prima facie evidence to sustain the 
charge, and that it is of sufficient moment to demand 
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judicial investigation. The whole proceeding, however, 
is treated as one in which the Crown has no interest. 
It is initiated and conducted by a private individual at 
his own risk: for the Court has power to give costs to 
either side—a feature which will, no doubt, on the one 
hand tend very much to discourage bond fide com- 
plaints, and on the other to deter judges in the honest 
exercise of their judicial duties. The Upper Canada 
Law Journal of last month has a long entitle n the 
subject, in which it is insisted that as an “ impeachment ” 
is in the nature of a criminal proceeding the precedent 
set by the Imperial Parliament as well as the rule ap- 
plicable to such cases in the United States should 
adopted. It is observed that 

The impeachment of a judge or public officer is a criminal 
proceeding, and is always conducted in England and the 
United States as a public prosecution. The wrong complained 
of is treated as a wrong against the wholé community, and is 
prosecuted by the representatives of the nation as public pro- 
secutors. So in ordinary criminal proceedings; the meanest 
offender is proceeded against by the Crown, “ because the 
King,” as Blackstone says,“ in whom centres the majesty of 
the whole community, is supposed by the law to be the person 
injured by every infraction of the public rights belonging to 
that community, and is therefore the proper prosecutor for 
every offence.” Now, why should the prosecution of a county 
judge be treated differently? If he misbehaves in his office, 
he is guilty of a wrong which affects the whole community ; 
and taking into account the dignity of his office, and the 
power and influence he wields, it is due to both Crown and 
people that his wrong-doing should be complained of by the 
Crown, and his impeachment conducted by the Attorney- 
General, or in his behalf. Besides, in the administration of 
justice, a judge necessarily comes into antagonism with the 
vices and aims of suitors; and we unhesitatingly say that as 
against the disappointed spleen of defeated litigants, and the 
envy of unprincipled aspirants or inefficient practitioners, he 
is entitled as of right to the protection which the honour of the 
Crown assures to him,—that in his impeachment no personal 
malice or private envy shall influence the fair trial of the 
charges preferred against him, The law gives the Crown the 
power to find a true bill against the judge. Like the House of 
Commons, it must first find the crime; and then, as the public 
prosecutor, it should support its finding before the Court whose 
jurisdiction it has invoked. ‘This view of the law and practice 
of impeachment was, we understand, taken by Mr, Chief Jus- 
tice Draper in this case. As to the particular case of Judge 
Hughes, we cannot say that the Government has exercised a 
wise discretion in sending him before the Court of Impeach- 
ment. The Act says that the jurisdiction of the Court is 
only to be appealed to in case the Governor finds any com- 
plaint against a county judge sufficiently sustained and of suf- 
ficient moment to demand judicial investigation; and after a 
perusal of the charges and the finding of the Court, we doubt 
if there will be found many to say that the case was a proper 
one to invoke the jurisdiction of the second great court of 
criminal impeachment in this province. 


We are not aware what is the precise rank or what 
are the special functions of county court judges in 
Canada ; but assuming that they hold the same relative 
rank there as they hold in England, we cannot alto- 
gether agree with the view taken by our Canadian 
contemporary. So far as his remarks apply to the con- 
stitution, to the style or title of this “ Court of Impeach- 
ment,” and to its peculiar jurisdiction and procedure, 
we entirely concur. Whatever offence is worthy of 
“impeachment” ought not to be prosecuted except 
pursuant to a vote of the Legislature ; and in that case 
its prosecution should not depend upon the will or the 
ability, pecuniary or otherwise, of any individual. But 
unless Canadian county court judges be more important 
personages than English functionaries of the same title, 
there seems to be no reason why they should not be 
removable in like manner. In England the Lord 
Chancellor, or the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lan- 
caster, within their several jurisdictions have power to 
remove any county court judge for either “inability or 
misbehaviour.” o farce of an “im ment,” is 
pbs or allowed. A great and per somewhat 
arbitrary power is intrusted to a great functionary upon 





the faith of its judicious exercise under the corrective 
influence of public opinion, and the system has not 
been found unsatisfactory. It appears to us that the 
Legislature of Upper Canada might wisely entrust to 
the Provincial Chancellor, if not to the Governor- 
General, a similar power, and that the sooner it abolishes 
its Court of Impeachment the better it will be for its 
own reputation and for that of its judiciary. 

Whoever wants to see how county court judges or 
“ sheriffs-substitute,” as they are called in Scotland, are 
sometimes dealt with by disappointed litigants in that 
country, cannot do better than read the report of 
Hamilton vy. Anderson, 6 W. R. (House of Lords) 737. 


& 
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The Courts. 


COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner Fane.) 


Sept. 4.—In re Samuel Oldknow.—The bankrupt was a 
solicitor, of Guildford-street. He now passed his examination, 
and obtained his discharge withovt opposition. 


In re Browning.—This was an application for release from 
custody by the bankrupt, who had held the office of “ custos 
brevium ” in the Court of Common Pleas. 

Mr. Lawrance, for the bankrupt, said his client had been 
twenty years in prison, and there could hardly be an objection 
to his release, 

The ComMiIsstoneR.—-Some time ago application was made 
to me, in a case where the debtor had been forty-five years in 
custody; and, upon inquiry, I ascertained that he was the hap- 
piest fellow alive, and that he was much respected as a servant 
to his fellow prisoners. 

Mr. Lawrance.—Many persons object to being released from 
prison. 

There being no objection to the release of the bankrupt he 
was discharged accordingly. 


Sept. 5.—In re Kennard.—In this case it appeared that the 
debtor, Augustus William Kennard, a cork merchant, executed 
and duly registered a deed of composition with his creditors, 
under the 192nd and following sections of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1861, which provided for the payment of a composition of 5s. 
in the pound by two instalments. On the 4th inst. Mr. Kennard 
was arrested by the bailiff of the sheriffs’ court upon a judg- 
ment recovered against him nine months ago. He now applied 
for his release from custody; and on his part it was contended 
that the deed had the effect of binding all creditors, whether as- 
senting or dissentient. 

Mr. Griffiths, who appeared for the judgment creditors,-said 
that an application had been already made to Mr. Justice 
Willes at chambers for a writ of prohibition against the judge 
of the Sheriffs’ Court; but his lordship had declined to make 
any order. He contended that, under the City of London 
Small Debts Act (the 15th Vict. c.77), the Sheriffs’ Court had 
exclusive jurisdiction to discharge the debtor. 

Mr. Reed said the 15th Victoria had nothing to do with the 
matter. 

Mr. Commissioner F ane intimated that he could not interfere 
to release the debtor from the proceedings in the Sheriffs’ Court. 
All he could do was to say that as far as this Court was con- 
cerned the creditors were bound by the deed, and that the 
debtor was entitled to his discharge. With the 8 
in the Sheriffs’ Court his Honour said he had nothing to 
do. 





SHERIFF’S COURT. 
(Before Mr. GrBBons.) 

Sept. 8.—Kerr v. Metcalfe-—This was an action for the 
recovery of a certain sum for copying a chancery report, 
plaintiff being a copyist and defendant an attorney. 

The defendant’s clerk said that the copy was unfinished, and 
of course was of no use to the defendant. 

Plaintiff; We worked upon the as long as we could 
and then a clerk from the Record-office took it away, and our 
copy with it. We had very little to do to finish it. 

“ rn, What had the clerk of the Record office to do 
with it 

Defendant’s clerk: As a matter of convenience, where the 
attorney is known, it is customary to allow the record or re- 
port to be taken away to be copied. 
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His Honour: Why did the record-office clerk allow the 
record to be taken out of the office, and then suddenly remove 
it from plaintiff's custody? 

Plaintiff: I suppose the office was about to close. 

Defendant’s clerk said he should like to have the: case ad- 
journed, 

His Honour: Oh, no, The clerk of the record-office was 
acting for you, and he it was who prevented plaintiff com- 
pleting the work. 

Verdict for plaintiff, with costs. 





SECONDARIES COURT. 
(Before Mr. Secondary Porrer.) 


Sept. 5.—Gaubat v. Puddy.—This was an action brought 
in the Court of Queen’s Bench by a dentist, to recover of a 
boot maker £10 for a set of false teeth. An application was 
made to postpone the trial, as the defendant was too ill to attend. 
It was refused; and the jury, after some hesitation, on hearing 
the evidence, gave a verdict for the sum claimed. ° 

After the verdict the important question of costs was raised, 
The counsel for the plaintiff designated the defence as vexa- 
tious, and said notice had been given that the defendant could 
not pay costs. 

Mr. Secondary Porrer said the learned counsel need not go 
further into the matter, as he had made up his mind not to 
give a certificate, stating that such a case might have been 
tried in a county court. An application could be made toa 
judge at chambers. 


ee eed 


Recent Becisions. 


COMMON LAW. 
Locat Court—Vorp Custom. 


Cox and Others v. The Lord Mayor of London, Exch., 
10 W. R. 694. 


It is well established from the old cases that a custom which 
has existed from time immemorial, without interruption, 
within a certain place, and which is certain and regsonable 
in itself, obtains the force of law, and is indisputable law 
within the place or district where it extends, although it may 
be contrary to the general law of the realm. In the case of a 
custom, therefore, it is unnecessary to look out for its origin; 
but in the case of prescription, which founds itself upon the 
presumption of a grant that has been lost by process of time, 
it cannot have a legal origin, where no grant could have 
heen made to support it; so that a custom for all fishermen 
within a certain district to dry their nets on the land of 
another might well be a good custom, yet a grant of such an 
easement to fishermen, within the district eo nomine, would 
probably be held void (7 Vin. Ab. p. 183, tit Custom; vide Co, 
Litt, 113 a). 

To give validity to a custom, one of the requisites is that it 
should be “ reasonable,” or rather perhaps not “ unreasonable,” 
“and this,” as is said by Lord Coke, “is not to be understood 
of every unlearned man’s reason, but of artificial and legal 
reason, warrauted by authority of law” (Co. Litt. 62). 
“Therefore a custom may be good, although the particular 
reason of it cannot be assigned, for it sufficeth if no good legal 
reason can be assigned against it."—Black. Com., vol. I, p. 59. 

Customs that are in themselves derogatory to the general 
rights of property, or the interests of mankind, must be con- 
strued strictly, and they must at least be reasonable in their 
intendment; and therefore in the present case the Court of 
Exchequer held that a certain custom claimed in the Lord 
Mayor's Court, in the city of London, to attach in the hands of 
a third person, not resident in the city, on his entering the 
city, a sum of money dus from him to a defendant in a suit in 
such court, was bad, Such a jurisdiction as was claimed by this 
cvstom was pronounced by tlie Court to be repugnant to the 
very idea of a local court, because, when in a local court an 
ordinary action is brought by a plaintiff against a defendant, 
the gist of the whole proceeding is, that the cause of action 
must have arisen within its ordinary jurisdiction, and the de- 
fendant is entitled to notice of such action by the usual service 
of process upon him, and it was impossible to suppose that this 
local court could have any such extraordinary procedure as 
was contended for, which would practically extend its jurisdic- 
tion without any limit as to locality. 





It was also contended in the present case that it was not a 
question whether the alleged custom was bad, as being contrary 
to the law of England, but whether in fact it was “ mischievous 
or uncertain ;” and inasmuch as such a custom had been exer- 
cised almost from time immemorial, it could hardly be said to 
be illegal, because it had not been found productive of harm or 
inconvenience. Pollock, C.B., in giving judgment, said, ‘‘ The 
superior courts have at all times investigated the customs 
under which justice has been administered by local jurisdic- 
tions; and unless they are found consonant to reason, and in 
harmony with the principles of law, they have always been re- 
jected as illegal,” 


ANnoITY TO A SERVANT “LIVING IN MY SERVICE AT THE 
TIME OF MY DEATH.”—WRONGFUL DISMISSAL. 


Darlow v. Edwards, Ex. C., 10 W. R. 700. 


A conditional legacy has been defined to be a bequest whose 
nature and existence depends upon the happening or non- 
happening of some uncertain event, by which it is either to 
take place or to be defeated; and for such purpose it is not 
necessary that any precise form of words should be made use 
of, for wherever it sufficiently appears that it was the testator’s 
intent, to be gathered from the words in the will, to make a con- 
ditional limitation, that intent shall be as far as possible carried 
into effect: Will. Exors., p. 1132, last ed. 

In the present case the testator, by his will, had charged 
certain hereditaments with the payment of an annuity toa 
servant, coupled with a condition, “ that she should be in his 
service at the time of his death.” It appears from the evidence 
that two days before the death of the testator his son wrong- 
fully discharged the servant, and the question before the 
Exchequer Chamber was whether the servant was entitled 
to the annuity, inasmuch as the wrongful dismissal would not 
operate to put an end to the service, as a constructive service 
would be presumed to exist. The Court held that the servant 
was not entitled to the annuity, as the testator fully in- 
tended, by the words made use of, that an actual, not merely 
a constructive, service should exist at the time of his death. 

Generally speaking, a servant must continue in the service 
of the testator till the time of his death, to come within the de- 
scription of “servants.” In the casé of Herbert v. Reid, 16 
Ves, 481, under a bequest similar to the one in the present 
cas¢, where the servant quitted the testator’s house a few days 
in fact before his (the testator’s) death, parol evidence was held 
admissible to show that such servant was still considered by 
the testator to be in his service; and where a testator by a 
will, dated before 1837, left some legacies to some persons who 
had been in his service many years, and then £500 each “to 
the other servants,” it was held that an individual who was in 
the testator’s service at the date of the will, but left it before 
his decease, was entitled to a legacy of £500. 

In the present case, however, the condition annexed to the 
bequest clearly implied that the gift was not to take effect 
unless the condition was carried out, so that the servant unless 
she was actually and not constructively in the testator’s service at 
the time of his death would not be entitled. Wightman, J., in 
giving the judgment of the Court, is reported to have said, “ no 
doubt it is a case of hardship, but it seems to me that the ser- 
vice intended by the will was an actual and not a constructive 
service. No doubt the contract of service was broken and 
damages were recoverable, but the intention of the will was, 
that the servant should be in the actual service of the testator 
at the time of his death to be entitled to the annuity.” 





ee eee 


Correspondence. 


Raitway Company—INJonyY—INSURANCE AGAINST ACcI- 
DENT, 


I beg to refer your correspondent to the case of Hicks (admi- 
nistratrix) v. The Newport, Abergavenny, and Hereford 
Railway Company, tried at Guildhall, 17th February, 1857, 
which was an action under the 9th and 10th Vict. c. 93. The 
deceased had effected an insurance against accident, and it was 
held by Lord Campbell that the amount of such insu- 
rance should be deducted from the aggregate amount of the 
damages the jury might consider the plaintiff entitled to re- 
cover. This case may however be distinguished from that of a 
person so insured, claiming compensation for personal injury, 
inasmuch as under the Act in question the damages to be given 
are to be proporeones to the pecuniary injury resulting from 
the death of the party, and as that was lessened by the insurance 
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against the particular event, it might be proper that the damages 
to be paid by the company should be reduced pro tanto. 

In the case put by your correspondent there seems to be no 
reason why the company should benefit by the claimant’s pru- 
dence; but that the point is not free from doubt, is shewn by 
the fact that by the Railway Passengers Assurance Company’s 
Act, 1852 (15 & 16 Vict ¢. 100 local and personal), it is pro- 
vided that no contract of the company, or any compensation 
received by virtue thereof, shal! be held to prejudice or affect 
any right of action or claim which any person may have against 
any other company or any person either at common law or 
under 9 & 10 Vict. c. 93 for the injury, whether fatal or other- 
wise, in respect of which such compensation shall have been 
received or recoverable. Iam not aware that the point has ever 
been raised, é 

In the event of damages being recovered against the Railway 
Company, may not the Insurance Company be entitled to take 
that into consideration in settling with the insured, on the 
ground that the contract of insurance is one of indemnity only? 

C.L, 


Tae Rourert Foreertss. 

With reference to the conduct of tae law stationers who en- 
grossed the deeds referred to in this case, and which are alleged 
to be forgeries, it is a matter of surprise to me, having regard 
to the high — they recently adopted with respect to the order 
of the 16th May last (as to printing affidavits, &c.), and the dis- 
position so many of them have shown to do the work of solici- 
tors, and to put them almost on an equality with them, that they 
have stopped short, and have not taken some steps to prevent 
the recurrence of such practices as those which have been 
brought to light in connection with Mr. Roupell’s transactions. 

A Soxicrtor’s CLERK. 
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Rebiew. 


The County Court Guide, A handbook to the practice of' these 
tribunals, and to the evidence on actions tried therein ; with 
an appendix of useful forms and tables of' fees and costs. 
By W. A. Hotpsworru, Esq., of Gray’s-inn, Barrister-at- 

Law, author of “The Law of Landlord and Tenant,” 

“The Eaw of Wills, Executions. and Administrations,” 

&c, London: Routledge, Warne, & Routledge, 1862. 


This little brochure is divided into two parts, the first of 
which treats of the practice of the county courts, while the 
two last chapters, which constitute the second part, are de- 
voted to evidence. 
their constitution and officers. 








It contains much interesting 


and useful matter, and does not needlessly indulge in anti- | 


quarian detail, a defect too common in treatises of the present 
day. The author yery properly specifies the parties who may 
appear and plead in these courts; amongst these the reader may 
be surprised to find included “any person allowed by the 
udge to appear instead of either party.” This is free trade in law 
on it pe scale, which we are not philanthropic enough to wish 
to see extended to the tribunals of Lincoln’s-inn. ‘The second 
chapter, which treats of the jurisdiction of the court, is a very 
good one. The author shows how the inherent jurisdiction of 
the court may, pro hac vice, be enlarged by consent of the 
parties, and cannot be abridged by a mere pretence of a 
question of title being at issue. ‘The author next points out 


the peculiar advantages enjoyed by an infant when suing in | 


the county courts for any sum due to him for wages or picce- 
work, or for work as a servant. 
tween the practice of tle superior and the county courts, in 
respect, of the rule as to suing persons jointly liable. His 
observations also upon the powers of the county court 
judges to amend, are very judicious and accurate. The 
fourth chapter, which treats of “ the proceedings before hearing,” 
consists of three parts; the first relating to the preliminary 
matters to be attended to by the plain ; the second to the 
like steps to be taken by the defendant; and the third to those 
common in such a stage of the proceedings to both plaintiff 
and defendant—such, for instance, as the requiring a 
jury to attend. The fifth chapter relates to “ the bearing,” 
which it graphically describes, as also the means by 
which it may be postponed or abated, The next chapter, 
which treats of “execution against the goods,” is full 
of im t matter suited to any treatise on that subject. 
The seventh chapter contains a very summary of the 
law, or rather practice relating, to interpleader in the county 


The first chapter treats of county courts, | 


He notices the distinction be- | 


courts, The eighth chapter relates to “ execution against the 
person—judgment summons and proceedings thereupon.” The 
author very properly confines himself strictly to the subject- 
matter of his work, and offers no comments on the severity of 
the law in respect of poor debtors or the arbitrary powers of 
the county court judges respecting them. We, however, may 
be pardoned for a digressive observation on this head. Im- 
prisonment, as is observed by the author by order of a county 
court judge does not operate as a satisfaction of the debt, nor 
does it protect the defendant from being again summoned 
and imprisoned for any fraud or default rendering him 
liable toimprisonment; nor does it deprive the plaintiff of his 
right to take out execution against the goods of the defendant 
| just as if no imprisonment had taken place. This reminds us 
of the old Roman law of the twelve tables, which, as tradition 
avers, typified the part of Shylock on a large seale, for it 
authorised the division of the debtor’s body amongst his creditors. 
A gloss has been suggested to explain a way. the force of the 
passage in those ancient tables relative to indebtment, But we 
believe we may safely say of it, “ita lex scripta est.” The 
county court law is, indeed, not quite 80 severe. Let us 
contrast it, however, not with the code of the old Romans, but 
with that enjoyed by modern Britons of the better classes, as 
contained in the Bankruptcy Act of the session of last 
year, and we will have reason to suppose that there is 
really in England one law for the rich and qnother for the 
poor. Surely that principle of the Bankruptey Act which 
abolishes the power to arrest for debt ought to be extended to 
the lowest stratum of society—to that class which stands most 
in need of its beneficence, 

The ninth chapter treats of “ new trial, appeal, and removal 
of plaint by certiorari,” The author has intended his work. 
mainly for the use of parties themselves, He does not, there- 
| fore, enter upon a statement of the whole law of certiorari, as 
such a detail would involve the necessity of a previous know- 
ledge of some technical points on the part of the reader. We 
regret that Mr. Holdsworth did not design his treatise for the 
use of professional men as well as of parties themselves, . It. is 
quite adequate to such a purpose even as it stands, and pos- 
sesses more merit than the author seems disposed to claim for 
it, The like limitation of his aim has prevented. him 
from making more than a mere mention of the powers of 
“prohibition” possessed by the supericr over the county 
court. We are sorry to find the eleventh chapter, which, relates 
to “ replevin,” very meagre on that important subject. It could, 
we think, be very clearly explained in all its bearings, even to 
the non- professional reader. The author gives in the twelfth 
chapter a very good summary of the contents of the statute 19 & 
20, Vict.c. 108, which relates to “ the recovery of small tene- 
ments,” and a good commentary thereon. He passes in suc- 
cessive review the jurisdiction of the county courts in respect 
“ of summary procedure on bills of exchange’’—-* probate and 
administration ”"—and “ bankruptcy,” which, as the reader is 
aware, was conferred on these courts by the 94th section of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1861. The next chapter, which. is also the 
concluding one of the first part, relates to “ the jyrisdiction of the 
county courts under the various Acts of Parliament,” such as 
the Friendly Societies Act, 18. & 19 Vict. ¢. 63, the 
Literary and Scientific Institutions Act, 1854, the Customs 
Act, 16 & 17 Vict. c. 107, and various other enactments, 

‘Lhe second part of this little work which treats of the * Law 
of Evidence,” is obviously not very well suited to the capacity 
of lay readers. It contsins, however, a very useful summany 
| of the leading English rules of evidence, which are, doubtless, 
not always carefully borne in mind by the hurried praeti- 
tioner, 

Mr. Holdsworth also gives some useful hints on the “ exami+ 
nation and eross-examination of witnesses.” He finaly treate 
of the evidence necessary to be adduced in certain particulac 
actions, such as for “goods bargained and sold,” “ for not ac- 
cepting goods,” ‘‘ for work and labour and materials,” “money 
lent,” “money paid for the defendant,” “money had. and 
received,” “ interest,” “ on an accouht stated,” “on 9 warranty,” 
* bond,” &c., &e. An appendix contains 9 useful summary of 








| the fees and costs demandable in pro in. the county 
| courts, as also forms of particulars of and of notices el, .. 
special defence, This little Arochure has a table ef contents,but. ; 


ng index—a great defect, exesially in a work intended {or non- 
professional men. ‘The author has acquitted himself creditably 
of his task, aud we confidently recommend this handybook to 
the favour of the practitioner, ae" 
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ON THE LIABILITY OF MASTER TO SERVANT 
IN CASES OF ACCIDENT, 
(Continued from page 796) 

No one can deny that in these and the like cases the chief 
blame is with the master, while the cruel loss is upon the 
workman. The fault of the man is acquiescence in his 
master’s wrong: and common experience tells us that, except 
in extraordind#y cases, he is practically obliged to acquiesce, 
to choose between acquiescing or giving up his employment. 
The judges have felt this, and in a recent case have held that 
continuing to work with a knowledge of the danger does not 
uecessarily amount in law to want of reasonable care, but 
is, with the other facts tending to show negligence, to be left 
to the jury: Holmes v. Clark, 10 W. R. 405. The facts 
of that case were as follows:—When the plaintiff entered 
into the service of the defendant who was owner of a cotton- 
mill, certain machinery, which was required by statute to be 
fenced, was fenced. After he had been some months in the 
service, the fencing by some accident or by decay was out 
of repair, and the machinery was unprotected. The plaintiff 
complained of it more than once, and it was promised that 
it should be replaced or restored. Before it was replaced, 
and whilst the plaintiff, in the course of his duty, was oiling 
the machinery, he was caught by the machinery and lost 
his arm. Upon these facts the Court of Exchequer, and 
afterwards the Court of Exchequer.Chamber, held the plain- 
tiff-entitled to recover. The decision rendered substantial 
equity, no one can doubt; and it rests, I think, securely 
upon the principle, that nothing can bar a plaintiff of his 
right against a wrong-doer but a want of reasonable care on 
his own part contributing to the accident, which the jury 
are to be judges of upon a consideration of all the circum- 
stances. But in result it effects a considerable change in the 
law. Cases which would have been stopped by the judge 
may now go to the jury, who naturally are disposed to find 
for the plaintiff. But even as construed by the light on the 
case, this rule necessarily operates with severity upon work- 
men, and enables masters to be guilty of the greatest care- 
lessness with impunity. 

The section of Mr. Ayrton’s Bill, it must be remarked, 
does not notice this rule of law: and perhaps the intention 
was to enforce the master’s liability, notwithstanding the 
servant's acquiescing in the danger caused by the negligence 
of the master or others employed by him. If so, I think it 
is going too far; as there might be instances in which the 
servant voluntarily, for his own convenience and perhaps for 
additional reward, accepts the dangerous machinery. The 
rule given by Holmes v. Clark appears to hit the right middle 
course, and might be imported into the statute by inserting 
amongst the provisos there mentioned one to this effect : 
‘Provided the workman or servant has not, by want of 
reasonable care on his part, contributed to occasion the 
injury. 

Rute IV.—The last rule, and one to which I would ask 
especial attention, is, that A workman cannot recover against 
the master for injury ioned by the neglig of a fellow- 
workman. This rule, which governs perhaps the most 
numerous class of accidents befalling workmen, dates from 
1850, from the case of Hutchinson v. The York, Newcastle, and 
Berwick Railway Company, 5 Ex. 343, and takes away 
from the servant the right which he would possess if a stranger 
of suing the master of the person whose negligence occasions 
the accident. It is therefore anovelty. It is now, however, 
firmly established as the law both of Scotland and England 
by a decision of the House of Lords overruling a contrary 
opinion of Lord Justice Clerk and Lord Cockburn: Barton 
Hill Coal Company v. Reid, 3 Macq. 266, 6 W. R. 664. Itis 
also the law in America: Farwell y. The Boston and Worcester 
Railway Corporation, 4 Metcalfe, 49. The judges say: the 
servant enters the employment with a knowledge of the risks 
incident to it, among which are the risks arising from the 
negligence of fellow-servants; he therefore takes such risks 
upon himself. 

In order to estimate the force of this reason, it is necessary 
to consider the ordinary rule called Respondant S ior, 
which makes the master responsible for the wrongful act of 
his servant. Now it must be taken for granted that the 





master is not personally guilty of any negligence, that he has 
taken due care in the selection of the servant, and is altogether 
innocent of blame; and perhaps it is not very clear at first on 
what ground a person so innocent is made to answer for the 
fault of another. It does not become clear until you give due 
weight to the other facts of the case; namely, that the master 





for his own profit set the servant on to work; that the person 

who suffers injury is wholly innocent of blame, and that his 
remedy against the actual wrongdoer is practically no remedy 
at all. This last consideration is important, for as before 

said, “ Ubi jus ibi remedium,”’ no wrong without a remedy. 

The law finding the remedy against the actual wrongdcer, 
is valueless, casts about if possible to find a solvent person 

whom it may not inequitably fix with the iow tomy ory and 
finds him in the person next to the wrongdoer, the master 
who is profiting by the work. It is, think, for the converse 
of this reason, that the master has been held not liable for 
the act of one who is not strictly his servant, as an “ inde- 
pendent contractor’’ whom he has employed. There is not 
the same necessity to make him liable; he chooses the con- 
tractor indeed, he pays the contractor, he profits by the con- 
tractor’s work, but then the contractor is considered able to 
answer for his own mischief, and for the mischief occasioned 
by any of his servants. The case is simply not within the 
policy Of the rule, they would say. In this conclusion how- 
ever, I do not agree. For it is too much to say that the con- 
tractor or sub-contractor is always a sufficient man; often he 
is not; and often it is difficult to determine, before all the 
evidence is given, where the negligence lies. I see no reason 
why the original employer should not in all cases be liable 
with a remedy over against the person actually in fault, or 
the master of such persons, Such a rule would be simple, 
easy in practice, and just. But at any rate it is agreed on 
that a master is liable to a stranger for the act of his servant. 
Then why not liable to one of his own servants? Isit that 
the stranger does not share in the performance of the work 
that the servant docs? that the stranger does not share inthe 
resulting profits of the work, and that the servant does? 
But by hypothesis, the suffering servant’s share in the work 
is innocent; and it is assuming the whole question to say 
that he takes his wages as a consideration for the risks he 
has to run. Why should the existence of a contract with 
the master diminish the obligation otherwise existing upon 
him? Why should the servant who renders good 
service to the master be worse off than the stranger who 
renders none? Contracts generally impose liabilities, not 
remove them. The leading case of Coggs v. Bernard, | 
Smith’s Leading Cases, shows that even a gratuitous bailee 
is bound to take ordinary care of the thing bailed, by his ser- 
vants as well as by himself; and further, that the passing of a 
consideration for the bailment only adds to the obligation. 
So in the ordinary contract of carriage, the common law as 
we have seen not only binds the carrier to take reasonable 
care, but makes him an insurer. Above all, in the ordinary 
case of the servant suing the master for personal negligence, 
the contract does not stand in the way. 


(To be continued.) 
——— $a 


THE FUTURE OF A CONVICT. 

When a man is sentenced to penal servitude the great 
difficulty seems to be what to do with him. A few month's 
confinement at home—a year or two of exile—and then a 
ticket-of-leave is almost always granted. Hence it is that 
London is infested by footpads, and that previous convictions 
are recorded against most of the criminals whose names appear 
in the daily press, Your thief scarcely ever returns to the 
tame paths of honesty. First, there is the difficulty of obtain- 
ing any work to do; secondly, there is the excitement of the 
wild untrammelled life to which he is accustomed. We may 
pity those who from poverty, or from having been educated to 
dishonest practices, have become confirmed in crime; but our 
pity should not degenerate into a weak humanitarianism, to the 
detriment of society. Many a man who has been dishonest in 
England would be honest if he had a fair start in a new 
country. When his ticket-of-leave letshim loose upon English 
society, he finds honest work almost unattainable, and naturally 
relapses into his accustomed occupations. Recent occurrences 
have shown that the system must be entirely remodelled, if we 
are to be safe in London’s most public*thoroughfares, Late 
years have afforded us many specimens of what we may style 
the genteel convict. Forgery and fraud have become fashion- 
able crimes: bankers and members of Parliament have given 
way to temptation. Persons of this class, if they reach 
Western Australia, seem generally to get on pretty comfortably. 
It may be doubted whether, after the intellectual tension 
caused by a career of crime and concealment, transportation is 
not a relief, A Robson or a Redpath, living in fine style, 
driving splendid horses, and giving superb dinners, must have a 
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perpetual horror of discovery upon him. The sword of 
Damocles always hangs above him: the skeleton is never absent 
from his banquets. All the luxury of his life cannot compensate 
for the fear thatmust ever haunt him; and it is quite conceivable 
that when the dreaded crisis arrives—when his dishonesty is 
publicly exposed—when his degrading sentence is pronounced 
—he becomes in some degree less miserable. When Barrington, 
the famous pickpocket, became a theatrical manager in 
Australia, he opened with a prologue which contains a well- 
known couplet— 
True patriots we, for be it understood, 
We left our country for our country’s good. 

The epigram was worthy of the man—who is said to have car- 
ried the pickpocket’s artistic profession to the very height of 
perfection. Another gentleman who more recently left his 
country for his country's good possesses some literary taste. 
Mr. Robson is the author of an acted drama, and since he 
reached Australia he has taken to writing poetry in the Byronic 
vein. It is a curious proof of the morbid absurdity of Byron’s 
assumed misanthropy that it suits the convict rather better 
than the peer. It his lordship could behold Robson exclaim- 








ing— 

Depressed, yet hopeful, proud, though overthrown, 

I see, O sea, thy solitary shore— 
we sus he would wish he had barnt “ Childe Harold.” 
What the convict may have to be proud of, we cannot say; 


possibly of his capacity for plagiary. It is not surprising that 
he should be a good hand at literary larceny. Redpath’s oc- 
tupations are quite as curious in their way as Robson’s. He 
declines poetry, and desires to be useful in his generation. He 
has submitted to the Governor of Western Australia a plan for 
establishing a savings bank. The colonial journalists are 
rather cruel to him, and wish to know whether he would like 
to be treasurer. What the governor says on the subject does 
not transpire; but there certainly is something whimsical in 
Redpath’s appearance as a financial philanthropist. Philanthro- 
py, by the way, was always his line; and it was paradoxically 
urged in his defence that as he robbed a railway company— 
which is an impersonal collection of atoms—and was very 
charitable to individuals, he was at least no worse than Robin 
Hood. The famous forester rifled the deep pockets of abbots 
and earls, and gave right freely tothe poor. One has naturally 
more sympathy even for an abbot than for a railway company. 
There is a point, it would seem, at which the criminal loses all 
shame. These men are tolerably educated—have lived among 
gentlemen—and might be expected to be utterly broken down 
by the catastrophe which came upon them. Yet here is one of 
them publishing verses and the other planning savings 
banks with a coolness which is absolutely disgusting. 
If a man, after a career of fraud and iniquity, accepts the 
obscurity to which society rightly dooms him, we may pity 
his fate; but the fellow who tries to obtain notoriety in such 
circumstances should be treated with utter contempt. Neither 
Robson nor Redpath can repent of the great evil which he com- 
mitted, or we should have no silly verses from the one, no bank- 
ing projects from the other. Roupell must also have lost all 
sense of shame, or he could hardly have stood up to expose his 
own villany before the public. His case is very curious. Such 
a series of forgeries and falsifications was never before success- 
fully perpetrated. Without question, the ex-member for 
Lambeth possesses no ordinary strength of intellect and will, 
but the moral faculty seems utterly wanting in his composi- 
tion. Whether he came back from Spain because he was 
penniless or because he desired to serve his family it is 
difficult to judge; but his entire shamelessness is shown by the 
audacious way in which his confession was made. There are 
some very important questions raised by this person’s case. 
Lawyers and law-stationers should henceforth be more careful 
in regard to the use of “old stamps” for copies of deeds, . If 
it be true that such stamps are kept by certain firms, and sold 
at a high price, it is clear that the object is fraudulent. We 
last week observed that Roupell’s career furnished a significant 
comment on Mr. Bright’s model constituencies, Money— 
stolen money, as it now appears—made this yan member for 
Lambeth, hen petitioned against for bribery, this accom- 
plished professor of forgery and perjury declared before the 
committee that he would knock any man down who made a 
dishonourable proposal to him! We wonder whether this 
will open the eyes of the voters who believe in. Mr. Bright to 
the absolute folly of trusting in the noisy professions of the 
men they admire. Roupell wes the soul of honour, according 
to his own account; he would take summary vengeance on any 
man who dared propose to him anything dishonourable—and 
all the while he was committing the basest crimes without the 


.| posed to be comprised in a vast number of the 
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slightest semblance of excuse. He was positively without 
temptation, for his father would certainly have left him an in- 
come on which a gentleman might subsist, If Roupell should 
reach Western Australia, which seems highly probable, what 
line will he take ? Robson has adopted the elegant, and Red- 
path the more utilitarian method of attaining distinction ; and 
we feel assured that there is some opportunity left for William 
Roupell.— Press, 
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PARCELS. 


Then comes the parcels difficulty; but this I do not and 
never could understand. The bee-hunter of the prairie can 
find a nest from a distance of miles, and I would undertake to 
convey any given acre on Salisbury Plain. I would do it, May 
or not, by a perambulator, or other means of measurement, 
from three objects, say Stonehenge, Salisbury Steeple, and Ald- 
gate pump; or by the rules of navigation, or trigonometrically 
or astronomically, or any other way, but still I could and 
would do it. 

But though I would undertake to do this, or anything else 
in reason, I could not undertake to convey the property sup- 
deeds that I 
have seen. I can convey what has already been conveyed by 
those deeds, but what that is, the father of all coifs would be 
puzzled to tell. All that can be made out from the descriptions 
contained in these deeds is, that there are no such places, 10 
such metes and bounds, and that there never have been any such 
occupants. The truth is, that a great portion of the land in 
the country passes by reputation. Certain lands are reputed 
to be described ir certain deeds, and therefore they are reputed 
to pass by such deeds; and identifying the parcels means, in 
general, examining the description in one deed with the de- 
scription in another. 

This, however, is not to the point, because any existing 
confusion is to be remedied by the existing unfortunates, or the 
next unfortunates from them ; but this once done, I donot see why 
the description or plan of the parcels might not be kept clear 
thenceforward, by recording from time to time any alteration 
in the metes and bounds, state, and condition of the property. 
Such record might not always be evidence, any more than the 
recital of a death and burial ata certain place, is evidence of 
such death and burial; but it would guide to evidence, and 
might often become such itself in time; and as to maps, if you 
want them, make them. Nothing is easier, and there is no law 
against them. We have the tithe composition maps already, 
and use them frequently to great advantage. 

All this is so simple and rational, that people will not do it; 
and thus, when they come to sell, the purchaser makes him- 
self obnoxious, But how wilta government map alone prevent 
or help this? It will be of no use unless changes are noticed; 
but the case is, that every landowner is always changing every- 
thing, and always never giving notice; and thus you may get 
a map, which, to the vigilant, who will attend to their own 
interests, only so far as to enter notices of their dealings, may 
indeed be highly beneficial, if the adjoining occupants will do 
the same, but which to the public in general will soon become 
of about as much use as a map of the Heptarchy, or the New 
Forest under the Plantagenets. The less we know the more 
we argue: the conclusions of the unlearned being the premises 
of the learned.— Thoughts on Legal Discontent, 1858, 
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ALLOWANCE OF SPOILED STAMPS. 
Inland Revenue Office, Somerset House. 
September 6, 1862, 

It having been represented to the Board of Inland Revenue 
that it would be more convenient to the members of the legal 
profession, and to the public generally, that the allowance of 
spoiled stamps at the chief office in Somerset House on Satur- 
days, should take place at an earlier hour than at present,— 

It is ordered by the Board that, on and after Saturday the 
20th September inst., the allowance of Spoiled Stamps at this 
office on Saturdays shall commence at 10 o'clock a.m., and ter- 
minate at 12 o'clock noon, and that due notice of this order 
be forthwith given to the public and to the legal profession. 

T. Sarcenrt, Secretary. 

The hours of allowance on Tuesdays and Thursdays at 
Somerset House, will continue as at present, from 12 o'clock 
until 2 p.m., until farther notice. 
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Public ‘Companies. 


Vatxe or Neate Ratwway. | 
At the half-yearly meeting of this company held on the 6th 
inst., a dividend at the rate of 3} per cent. per annum was de- 
clared for the past half-year. 


— 





The total amount assessed for income tax in the twenty-five 
metropolitan districts for the year ended the 31st March, 
1861, was £1,809,712 14s.6}d. The land tax amounted to 
£173,710 12s, 3}d., and the assessed taxes to £525,884 1s, 2}d. 
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Births, Marriages, and Deaths. 
BIRTHS. 

SGA -ae Sept. 6,the wife of Marwood K. Braund, Esq., of Furnival’s- 
inn, of a son, 

WALKER—On Aug. 28, the wife of Joseph Walker, Esq., solicitor, of a 
daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

BOYD—ANDERSON—On Sept. 4, Walter Boyd, jun., Esq., barrister- 
at-law,to Anne Catherine Riddall, second daughter of Matthew Anderson, 
Esq., of Fitzwilliam-square, Dublin. 

LINGHAM—GLADSTONE—0n Sept. 3, Edward! Fraser Lingham, Esq., 
barrister-at-law, and magistrate in Bengal, to Charlotte, eldest daughter 
of Rev. John Gladstone, rector of Stoke-on-Terne, county of Salop. 

MASON—WILSON—On Sept. 4, Edward Thomas Mason, of 31, Chep- 
stow-place, Hyde-park, and 13, Bedford-row, solicitor, to Matilda Lea, 
youngest daughter of the late Lea Wilson, Esq., of Norwood, Surrey. 

STACEY—TYNDALL—On Sept. 4, Edmund Stacey, Esq., Fellow of 
King’s College, Cambridge, and barrister-at-law. to Theodosie, only 
daughter of the late Charles Tyndall, Esq.. of the Fort, Bristol, 

TWISS —LYNSEELE—On Ang. 29, Travers Twiss, Esq., Q.C., to Made- 
moiselle Van Lynseele, only daughter of Major-General Van Lynseele. 


DEATHS. 


KOE—On Sept. 3, at Kingston-on-Thames, Ann, widow of the late John 
Herbert Koe, Esq., Q.c. 
POWELL—On Sept. 8, at Pocklington, Henry Powell, Esq., Solicitor, 
aged 59. 
—_—>——— 


London Gazettes. 


Professional Partnership Dissolved, 
Tuespar, Sept. 9, 1862. 
Wickens, Henry, & William Courtenay Brutton, 4 Tokenhouse-yd, Bank; 
Attorneys and Solicitors. Sept 8. 
SMinvings-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Limitep In BANKRuptcr. 
Torspar, Sept. 9, 1862. 


Australian Auxiliary Steam Clipper Company (Limited).—Pctition to 
wind-up, presented Sept 4, will be heard before Commissioner Fon- 
bianque, at Basinghall-st, on Oct 24 at 1.30. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farpar, Sept. 9, 1862. 
Cooper, Thomas, Thringstone, Leicestershire, Horse Dealer. Oct 1. 
Pinniger & Awdry, Chippenham. 
Draper, John, Repton, Derbyshire, Farmer. Oct 23. 
Taylor, Derby. 


Sols 
Sols Simpson & 


Haggard, Maria, 10 Belmont, Bath, Widow. Nov 5. Sols Dowding & 
Burne, Bath. 

Livermore, John, High Easter, Essex, Farmer. Oct 29. Sol Jonson 
Dunmow. 


Pick, Thomas, Boston, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Sept 17. Sols Rice & Wigh- 

tou, Boston. 
Tuesvay, Sept. 9, 1862. 

Aubin, Caroline Frances, Union-ter, York, Widow. Nov 1. 
York. 

Beadon, William Frederick, 9 Stratford-pl, Middlesex, Esq. 
Bockett, Son, & Barton, 60 Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Bircham, William, formerly of 50 Great Marlborough-st, and late of 38 
Connaught- ter, Edgware-rd, Paddington, Esq. Decl. Sols Sawyer & 


Sol Seymour, 


Oct 16. Sols 
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Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, Sept. 5, 1862. 


Hamilton, Augustus Frederick, Edinburgh and London. Dec 1. 
v. Bingham, M.R, 
aoe Edward Billopp, Baker-st, Middlesex. 


M. 
- ‘David, Portsmouth. Nov2. V.C. Wood. 


Assignments for Beneht of Creditors. 
Tvuespay, Sept. 9, 1862. 
Gorringe, George Henry, Brighton, Builder. 
Brighton. 


Deeds registered pursuant to Gankruptey Act, 1861. 
Farmar, Sept. 5, 1862. 
Dewien Te a Prime, Loughborough, Grocer, Aug 8. Assignment, 
i Sep 

Chitenden, Warnandel Walter, 3 Eleome-ter, New North-rd, Middlesex, 
Paper Dealer. Aug 4. Assignment. Reg Sept 1. 

Colton, John Caspar, Liverpool, Wine Merchant, Aug 18, Compésition. 
Reg Sept 2. 

Condy, Henry Bollman, and Alfred Wicksteed, Meese Manufacturing 
Chemists. Aug?. Composition. Reg Aug 

Davies, Jane Morgan, Pontrhydfen, Poon Kan 3 Draper. Aug 15. As- 
signment. Reg Sept 3. 

Denniston, John, & William Henry Pearson, Sunderland, Ship-bullde rs. 
Aug 8. Conveyance. Reg Sept 4. 

Dronfield, John, Chesterfield, Pubiican, Aug 16. 


Sept 3. 

ee David, Golcar, Yorkshire, Manufacturer. Aug 12, Assignment. 
Re 2, 

Fricker, Mecty Frederick, & William Henry Chudleigh, i at 
ae Pianoforte Manufacturers, Aug 29. Assignment. Reg 

Gin. fe Leeds, Wood Turner, Aug 22. 
Sept 


pt 3. 
Golder, Henry, Mile End-rd, Middlesex, Goldsmith. Aug 18. Composi- 
he 


Pardo 
Oct 29, Jones v. Jones, 


Aug 21, Sol Stevens, 


Conveyance. Reg 


Assignment. Reg 


tion. 

Higgriage, John, Bolton-le-Moors, Grocer, Aug 6, Assignment, Reg 
ept 3 

Irvin, Margaret, Railway-st, North Shields, Confectioner, Augil. Con- 
vevyance, Reg Sept 4. 

Jenkinson, Thomas, Manchester, Draper. Aug 6. Assignment, Reg 
Sept 2. 

Jupp, John, Gads-hill, Kent, Grocer. Aug 21. Convoyante. Reg 
Sept 2. 

Lings, John, Crown- “3 epeers lane, London, Accountant. Aug 7, Con- 


veyance, Reg Sep 
Milthorp, John, ie oe Yorkshire, Grocer. Aug 9. Assignment: Reg 


Mitchell, Frederick Richard, Down's Hotel, _ Surrey, Brewer's 
Agent. Aug 28, Composition. Reg Sept 4 

Morgan, Joseph, Liverpool, Builder. Aug 7. ‘Assignment. Reg Sept 4. 

O'Connor, John, & -surered Sullivan, Cork, Drapers. Aug 6. hitgn. 
ment. Reg Sept 

Palmer,George am Great Yarmouth, Coal Merchaut., Aug 28. Assign- 
ment. Reg Sept 3. 

Salthouse, James, Ashton-under-Lyne, Draper. Aug 12. Assignment. 
Reg Sept 3. 

Sharp, Charles, Leeds, Boot Maker. Aug 15. Assignment. Reg Sept 4. 

Sheel, cy i Munster-st, Regent’s-pk, Grocer. Aug 7. Assignment. 
Reg Sept 4 

Small, William, Burnt Tres, Tipton, Staffordshire, Builder. Aug 27. As- 
signment. Reg Sept 3. 

Stranack, Eliza, 24 Powis-sq, Brighton, Boarding House Keeper. Aug 8. 
Assignment. Reg Sept 5. 

Ward, Peniston, Hubbard’s-bridge, Lincolnshire, Grocer. Aug 4. Assign- 
ment. Reg Sept 1. 

Wells, Peter, Portsea, Builder. Aug 13. Reg Sept 4. 

Williams, Edward, Canterbury, Tailor. Assignment. 
Sep: 4. 


Conveyance, 
Aug 7 Reg 
Tuespay, Sept. 9, 1862. 
Ansell, Hyam, 5 White Hath-v Bishopsgate-st, Commercial Agent. Sept 
1. Assignment. Reg Sept 8 
Atkinson, Joseph, Heckmondwike, Birstal, Yorkshire, Blanket Mannfac- 


turer. Aug 14, Conveyance. Reg Sept 8. 
Bland, George, York, Draper. Aug 13. Assignment. Reg "ie 
Calvert, Thomas, ory Branston, Lincolnshire, Builder. Aug Assign- 
ment. Reg Sept 8 
— Bartholomew, Church-st, Sheffield, Hosier and Lacoman. Aug 
Assignment. Reg Sept 9. 


criti, Joseph, Rhos Lianerchrugog, Denbighshire, Joiner and Builder, 
Ang 12. Composition. Reg Sept6. 
a ey Edward, Bilston- st, epee gnats Licensed Victualler. Aug 


Brettell, 2 Staple-inn. Assignment. Keg Sept 5, 

Cooper, Thomas, Thringstone, Leicestershire, Horse Dealer. Oct 1. Sols Woigkinsen, Sydney, 9 Grove pl, Camberwell-grove, Commission Agent. 
Seed a wlcaainen an Wilts. Aug 20. Composition. Reg Sept 6. 

Faliows, John, Birmingham, Auctioneer and Surveyor. Oct 8 Sol ot James, Bolton, Lancashire, Joiner, Aug 16. Assignment, Reg 
Palmer, Birmingham. pt 9. 

Johnson, Elizabeth, 47 London-rd, Croydon, Surrey, Widow. Oct 7. Hewitt, goho, Leicester, Glove Manufacturer. Aug 14. Assignment. 
Sols Cutler & Weall, 5 Bell-yard, Doctors’ Commons. , Reg Sept § 

Maddox. John Medex. 7 Pelham-crescent, Brompton, Middlesex, Gent. z8, Pitty Oldham, Lancashire, Builder. Sept 3. Assignment. 





Oct. 20. Sol Wickens, 4 Tokenhouse-yard, Bank. 

Morphew, William, sen, Kensing, Kent. Oct 14. Sol Carnel, Sevenoaks. 
Rea, Abram, Hessle, Yorkshire, Labourer. Nov 4, sols Levett & 
Champney, 6 Parliament-street, Hull. 





Wea, George, Kingston-upon- Hull. Corn Meter. Nov 4, Levett & 
+ 6 Parl treet, Hull. 
Basel, Samuel, Etchingham, Sussex, Plumber, Oct 25. Sol Philcox, 


Burwash. 
Shephard, Elizabeth Charlotte Anne, North Hidden-cottage, Hungerford, 
Kerks, Spinster. Oct l. Sols Halcomb & Woodward, Hungerford, 
Whip, William, Radford, Worksop, Nottinghamshire, Gent. Oct 8, John 
Whall, Executor. 





Reg Sept 

Metcalfe, Richard, lu eddineten Green, Middlesex, Proprietor of Baths. 
Sept 2. Inspectorship. Reg Sept 8. 

Peek, William, St. Andrew’s-st, Cambridge, Cabinet Maker. 
veyance. Reg Sept 5. 

Price, Mary, Liangollen, Denbighshire, Widow and Shopkeeper, 
Assignment. Reg Sept 8. 

Snowden, William, Longford, Gloucestershire, Agricultural Implement 
Maker. July 24, Assignment. Keg Sept 6. 


Aug 9, Con- 
Aug l4. 


Vater, John, High W. perhe, Reckingbnmnshice, Tailor and Clothier. Aug 
eg Sept 5, 


Conveyance, 
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Web. John, Ipswich, ‘Suffolk, Builder. ae 18. “Aitigoment. “Teg | 


Sept 8 
Williams, Thomas Herbert, 7 ana Tydfil, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Aug 
16. Conveyance. Reg Sept 8 


Bankrupts, 
Frivay, Sept. 5, 1862. 


Adanis, Alfred, 4 New-rd, Southampton, Coach Builder. Pet Sept 1. 
Southampton, Sept 18 at 12. Sol Mackey, Southampton. 

Barnes, John, 28 Herberts-bldgs, Waterloo-rd, Surrey, Labourer. Pet 
Sept 1 (in forma pauperis). London, Sept 23 at li. Sols Aldridge & 
Bromiley, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Bentley, Richard, Hallfold. near Rochdale, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Pet 
Sept 3. Rochdale, Sept 25 at 11. Sol Holland, Rochdale 

Bonham, Josiah, 2 8tJohn’s-st, Northampton, Boot Manufactuter. Pet 
Aug 30. London, Sept 25 at 2. Sols Nichols & Clark, 9 Cook’s-couart, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Booth, John, Princess-st, Attercliffe-rd, Sheffield, Retailer of Beer. Pet 
Aug 30. Sheffield, Sept 20 at 10. Sol , Shoffteld. 

Boulter, John, ae ee Slough, Bucks, Plumber, &e. Pet Sept 4. 
London, Sept 25 at. Sol Manning, 64 New Bond-t. 

Bower, , nee Saile, ad agen near Mabchester, Corn Factor. Pet Sept 
3. Manchester, Sept 15 at ll. Sol Gardner, Mancliester. 

Brazier, John,. pene Bank, Kingswinsford, Wire Roller. Pet Sept 1. 
Stourbridge, Oct 6 at 10. Sol Homer, Brie-ley-hill. 

Bromley, Walter Thomas, Liverpool, ‘Timber Merchant. Pet Sept 3. 
Liverpool, Sept 18 at 12. Sol Yates, Liverpool. 

Cartwright, Sarah Julia, Crossway-green, Hartlebury, Worcestershire, 
Spinster, Beer-house Keeper. Pet Aug 26. Kidderminster, Sept 24 at 
10. Sol Saunders, Kidderminster. 

Cook, Thomas, Husbands Bosworth, Leicestershire, Schoolmaster. Pet 
Sept ve Market Harborough, Sept 23 at 12, Sol Rawlins, Market Har- 
borough, 

Cooke, Richard, 7 Size-lane, London, Agent. Pet Sept 3. London, Sept 
25 at 1.30. Sols Howard, Halse, & Trustram, 68 Paternoster-row. 

Cooper, James, Burton, Leicestershire, Miller. Pet Aug 29. Nottingham, 
Sept 16 at 11. Sol Maples, Nottingham 

Craig, Archibald Robert, 20 & 21 Brixton-place, Brixton, Surrey, School- 
master. Pet Sept 3, London, Sept 25 at 12, Sol Hewitt, 32 Nicholas- 
lane, Lombard-st. 

Dalziel. Andrew Thomson Honeyman, Huddersfield, Commercial Traveller. 

Leeds, Sept 18 at 11. Sols Floyd& Learoyd, Huddersfield, 
and Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Davies, Edward, Old Marton, Salop, Farmer. 
Sept 27 at 11. Sol Bull, Oswestry. 

Duke, Robert Clifford, 78 Cannon-st, Iron Merchant. Pet Sept 1. 
don, Sept 23 at 11. Sols Heather & Son, 17 Paternoster-row. 
Elcoate, John, Dovecot-st, Stockton, Butcher. Pet Aug 27. Stockton- 

on-Tees, Sept 12 at 12. Sol Griffin, Middlesbrough. 

Epton, William, North Thoresby, Lincolnshire, Farm Bailiff. Pet Aug 30. 
Kingstonm-upon-Hull, Sept 24 at 12. Sols Brown & Sons, Lincoin. 

Gibbs, John, Fenton-st, Brierley-hill, Staffordshire, Butcher’s Slaughter- 
man. Pet Aug 27. Stourbridge, Oct 6 at 10. Sol Addenbrook, Stotir- 


bridge. 

Giraime, Victor, 22 Murray-st, Hoxton, Cabinet Manufacturer. Pet Sept 
2. London, Sept 23 at 12. Sol Holt, Quality-ct. 

Godfrey, Thomas, Dunrieth Stables, Torquay, Fly Driver. Pet Sept 3. 
Newton-Abbott, Sept 16 at.12. Sol Carter, Torquay. 

Greatorex, Charles Frederick, Birchfield, Handsworth, Staffordshire, Gro- 
cer. Pet Sept 3. Birmingham, Sept 29 at 12. Sol East, Birmingham. 

Griffiths, John, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Innkee separ. Pet Sept3. New- 
— Sept 18 at 10. Sol Litchfield, Wewenstio-niser- 


Pet Aug 29, Oswestry, 
Lon- 


Haigh, ‘Homey, 205 Euston-rd, Middlesex, Vocalist. Pet Sept 1. London, 
Sept 23at 11. Sols Lewis & Lewis, 10 Ely-place, H 
Hankins, Thomas, 27 St John’s-sq, Clerkenwell, Gola Beater. Pet Aug 


. London, Sept 23 at 11. Sols Marshall & Son, 12 Hatton 

Hodgkinson, John, Old Basford, Notts, Pet Aug 28. Nottingham, Sept 
16 at 11. Sol Smith, Nottingham, 

Hopper, James Harris, 13a, Clarence-rd, Kentish Town, Actountant. Pet 
Sept 2 (in forma pauperis). London, Sept 25 at il. Sol Aldridge, 46 
Moorgate-st. 

Horlock, Maxwell Knightley, 68 Cornhill, General Merchant. Pet Sept 2 
(in forma pauperis), London, Sept 23 at 12. Sols Aldridge & Bromley, 
46 Moorgate-st. 

Howard, Edward, & Edward Butcher, Liverpool, Cabinet Makers. Pet 
Sept 2. Liverpool, Sept 18 at 1!. Sols Evans, Son, & Sandys, Liverpool. 

Ives, Thomas, Cowley Bridge, Middlesex, Contractor. Pet Sept 3. Lon- 
don, Sept 23 at 12. Sol Jennings, Uxbridge. 

Johnson, Frederick, 33 Bedford-st, Leicester, Plumber and Glazier. Pet 
Sept 2. Leicester, Sept 20 at 10, Sol Arnall, Leicester. 

Johnson, John Ashby, Kinver, Staffordshire, Butcher. Pet Aug 30. 
Stourbridge, Oct 6 at 10. Sol Addenbrooke, Stourbridge. 

Ker, Alphons Collingwood, 34 Church-st, Hackney, Cheesemonger. Pet 
Sept 3. London, Sept 23 at 12. Sol Silvester, t ‘Great Dover-st, New- 

12 Baton: 


ington. 
King, John wg 1 Great Edward-st, Regent’s-park, Ca 
Pet Sept 1. don, Sept 25 at 11, Sols Marchal & Sen, 
Bristol, Sept 15 at 
Pet Sept 1. 


garden. 

Leroy, Gustave, enna Wine Merchant. Pet Sept 1. 
12. Sol Henderson, Bristol. 

MeNab, James, Live’ » Licensed Victualler. 
Sept 16 at 12, Sol Husband, Liverpocl. 


Liverpool, 


McWhirter, James, Birkenhead, Baker. Pet Sept1. Liverpool, Sept 18 
at 11.30. Sol Duke, Liverpool. 
MeWhirter, John, Liverpool, Baker. Pet Sept 3. Liverpool, Sept 16 at 1. 


Sol Husband, Liverpool. 
Moon, Henry James, 1 Tyer-st, Vanxhall, General Dealer. Pet Sept 3 
(in forma pauperis). London, Sept25 at 1, Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate- 


Pet Sept 3. 
Halifax, Sept 25 at 10. Sols Ingram & Baines. 
Munnery, George, 1 Chapel-st, North Brixton, Dealer in Beer, Pet Sept 
1 tS orma pauperis). London, Sept 25 at 11. Sol Aldridge, 46 Moor- 
te-st. 


Oakshott, Benjamin Thomas, 2 Cottage-grove, Southsea, Hants, Commis- 
se Agent. Pet Sept 2: Portsmouth, Sept 20 at 12. Sol Consins, 
rtsea. 


street. 
Morley, David, Old Bent, Sowerby, <a Woolsorter. 





sil 


Parker, Thomas, St Piin!’s-st Warwick, Fruiterer. Pet Atig 23. “We. 
wick, Sept 15 ut 10. Sol Griffin, Leamington Priors. 
Pascoe, William Jenking, Middlesbrough, Yorkshire, Brewer. Rae Sept. 
Stockton-on-Tees, Sept 17 at 2, Sol Griffin, Middlesb 
Pet Sept 3. , Sept 


Penny, George, Leicester, French Poltsher. 
20 at10. Sol Harvey, Leicester. 
Playsted. Beary, @ gle St, Borough, Hop Factor. Pet S@ptl. London, 
: Sept 23 at 11. 4 a eng. 
-owis, voog Jolin, 52 and 53 St John-st, enwell, 
Pet Sept 4 London, Sept 25 at 1. Sols Marshall marshall & Seo, 4 i Moe. 
garden. 
Quick, William, Muddifo: oy eet. Tailor. Pet Sept 1, Bartitaple, 
mon 16 at 12, jot Ee nie —— 
itchie, James, jt akefietd, ‘ufer. 30. Ledds, 
_ Sept 18 at 11. her beng 75 ra fer afd Bond & Ba: Barwick, i 
Li hire, Farmer. Pet Sept 2. 
Sept 17 at 2 on Walker, chide, ithe, Hie Bigs 
ton, Y¥ ire, . 
tockton-on-Tees, Sept 18 st 12. Sol Sim: 


‘ord. 
Ross, James, Bridge-st, Water, ior. 
5 a. eh Hermes 
rmingham, Sept 29 at 10. Sol Bir- 





“ 


Russell, Joseph Fred, now-hill, Birm 
Keeper. Pet Sept 1. 
minghan. 

Sanderson, Frederic, Nottihghiim, Architéct. Pet Sépt2. Nottiigham, 
Sept 16 at ti. Sol Nottingham. 

Sawyer, Robert Fowler, ik-st, Aldorshott, Biot Maker. Pet Sept 2. 
Farnham, Sept 20 at 12. Sol White, Guildfon. 


Seager, George William, 109 Park-st, Cami@en Town, Beer Seller 
Sept 3 (in forma pauperis). Londidh, Sait 13 at lt. Sel Fc 46 
Moorgate-street. 

Searle, George, Old Wihaser, Borks, ee oe ah 30. 
Windsor, Sept 13 at 11. Sal Vonles, Windso: 

Smith, John, 15 Olive-street, Liverpool, Steain toe 
18. Liverpool, Oct 9 at 2.30. Sols Evans, Sin, & 

Smith, William, St. Alban’s, Builder. Pet § ‘tm Eee ban 25 it i. 
Sols’ Crossley & Burn, 34 Dg es St. A 

Smith, William, Wirksworth Poyaktrs, Farmer. Pet 5 heed i 
tingham, Sept 16 at 11. Sols 9 Wells, Nottingham, ahd , Ash- 
borne, 

Spong, James, Princes-st, Walworth-road, Groce: Be, I ta 
pauperis). London, Sept 25 + tine’ aia 4 

Strutt, George William, est Mi Sept 2. 
Colchester, Sept 20 at 12. Sols Aber beer 

Thomas, Owen, Portdinorwic, i, Banat oe 7 3. 
Liverpool, § Sept 19 jpetla, & ls Powell & Pouch, 5 and 

n, 

Truelove, Swit, Posenhall, Benthall, Salop. Pet Aug 14. Mildeley, 
Sept 13 at 12. Sol Taylor, Wellington, 

Turner, Samuel Joseph, 99 Old-st-rd, Middlesex, Saw yt, Pet Sept 1. 


London, Sept 25 at 11. Sols Langley & Gibbon, 32 Great st, 
Bedford-row. 

Tuson, James, 1 Wilson-st, Steptiey, Rope Maker. Pet Sept 4. Lontén, 
Sept 25 atl. Sol Drake, 13 Ty Grcchae: st 


Walker, Roger, hton, Furtiess, Farmer. Ang 2). Manchester, 
Sept 15 at 12. Sol ardner, Manchester. 
Wellington, Richard, Truro, Builder. Pet Sept 3. Exeter, Sept 17 at 12. 
Sols Hodge & Co., Truro, "and Pitts, Exeter. 
Merchant's Clerk. 


Wheaton, Richard, Northumberland-park Tottenham, M 
. London, Sept 23 at 11. Sol Frarwood, 18 -st, 
White, Richard Spencer, 67 Regent- Liverpool, Commi Agent. 
Pet Sol EWar, Lit 
Wigley, Thomas, 10 Park- t~ Yl Carpenter. Pet “8. Derby, 
Sept 25 at 12. Sol Leech Derby. 
Wilcox, Thomas, 8 St, Vincent-st, 
Sol Dike, Birmitgham. 
Womersley, Richard, Northam p wend Hi Aa 3. Northampton, 
Sept 27 at 10. Sols Shield & 
Worton, John, Cradley, Patsevwes, Mdgher pet net Set 2. Stourbridge, 
Wright, Edward, Daventry, ae Pet August 27. Daventry, 
Sept Il at 12, Sot Killby, 
Wyatt, Richard Hall, 4 Dome villas, Orford-rd, Walt! tow, Mer- 
13 Basinghall-street. 
TouxrsparY, Sept. 9, 1862. 
Anning, Bessy, Axminster. Pet Sept 4, Lonilon, Sept 23 atl. Sol Pon- 
Brazier, Samuel, Dudley Wood, 
Pet Sept 2. Dudie Sept 18 at 11. ey-hill. 
Browning, Charles Calvert, Park- lane, and 36 Lincoin's-inn- =< Gent. 
*Sols Lawrence, Plews, & Bowyer, 
Old Jewry-chambers. 
Cailes, Fiy_ Dite Detver. Pet Sept 2. 
Chaldecott, F Charles, Neweastle-upon- ryan. Oe 
Pet Sept 2. -Tyne, Sept 23 at 12. 
pon- 
Coleing, John, jun, Northmoor, Oxfordshire, Pig Dealer. Pet Sept 3. Wit- 


et Sept 1. Liverpool, Sépt 16 at 11. 
Ladywood, Birmitigham, Butcher. 

Pet Sept 3. Birmingham, Sept 29 at 10. : 
Oct 6 at 10. Sol Homer, Brierley-hill. 
chant’s Clerk. Pet Sept London, Sept 23 at 12. Buchanan, 
cione, 5 Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, 

. Clerk. 

Sol Horner, Brierley-| 
Pet Sept 3. Lonion, ‘or 23 at 2. 
Charles, Cheltenham, Gloucestershire 

Cheltenham, Sept 23 at i. Sol Marshall, 

Sols J. & R. 8. 
Watson, Newcastle-w 


ney, Sept Wat li, Sol , Oxford. 

Cooper, ces, jun, Erith -_ Gfocer, Pet Sept 5. London, Sept 23 
at 2. Orchard, 5 John-st; -row, 

Condy, Richard, 15 Garlick-hill, MS a Tnames-st, London, Essential Oil 
an Drug Merchant. Pet Sept 8. London, pe %at3. Sol Mirfin, 
5 Staple-inn, Holborn 

Cox, Wiliam, Irthii , Northamptonshire, Boot and Shoe Manu- 
facturer. Pet Sept ellingborough, Sept 18 at 12. Sol Swan, 2 


Great Knight Rider. an Doctors’ Commons. 

Crickett, John pee Margate, Bathing Assistant. Pet Aug 13. Mar: 
gate, Sept 22 at 2. Sol Goodwin, Maidstone. 

Davenport, Thomas, Blurton, Staffordshire, Eating and Beer-house 
Keeper. Pet Sept 4, Manchester, Oct 1 at 9.30. Dunstan, North- 
wich. 

Daw, James, Thornbury, Devonshire, Journeyman Shoemaker. Pet Ang 
23. Holsworthy, Sept 15 at 11. Sol Bencrafs, Barnstaple, 

Dick, Thomas, 182 Chapel-st, Salford, Lancashire, Potato Dealer, Pet 
Sept 4. Manchester, Sept 22 at 11. Sol Swan, Manchester. 

Dolibo, Louis, 115 North-st, Brighton, Fancy and General Stationer. Pet 
Sept 4. Brighton, Sept 24 at 11, Set Gooditian, Brighton: 





812 


Elkins, Isabella, 2 Alpha pl, St John’ uel. Middlesex, Spinster. Pet 
Sept 5. London, Sept 25 at 1.30, Sol Lewis, 22 Great Marlborough-st, 


Regent-st. 

Evans, Daniel De Lacy, Colne, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Pet Sept 3. Man- 
chester, Sept 19 at ii. Sols Atkinson, Saunders, & Co, Manchester. 
Farrar, John, Mirey-lane, Sowerby, Commission Agent. Pet Sept 6. Hali- 

fax, Sept 25 at 10. Sols Ingram & Baines, Halifax. 
Freeston, John, Pickwell Lodge, Leicestershire, Labourer. Pet Sept 5, 
Melton Mowbray, Sept 22 at 12. Sol Law, Stamford, 
Green, Thomas, Sunderland, Durham, Grocer. Pet Sept 4. 
upon-Tyne, Sept 23 at 11. Sol Young, Sunderland. 
Green, George Porter, Ewelme, Oxfordshire, Miller, Pet Aug 30, Wal- 
lingford, Sept 19 at 12. Sol Corsellis, Benson.- 
Grinling, Alfred Horace, 4 Grove-villas, East Ham, Essex, Lithographer. 
Pes som 5. London, Sept 23 at 1. Sols Lewis & ‘Lewis, 10 Ely-pl, Hol- 


Hall, Matthew, 10 Draycott-ter, Che Carman. Pet Sept2. London, 
Sept 25 at 11.30. Sol Ablett, 6 Newcastle-st, Strand. 

Hands, William, 266 High-st, Cheltenham, Gloucestershire, Druggist’s 
Assistant. Pet Sept 3. Cheltenham, Sept 23 at 11. Sol Williams, 
Cheltenham. 

Haynes, Richard John, 63 Great Tower-st, London, Commission Agent. 
Pet Sept 5. Londou, Sept 23 at 1. Sol Cooper, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Hill, James, St. Peter’s-gate, Nottingham, Hair Cutter. Pet Sept 4. 
Nottingham, Oct 1 at 10. Sol Smith, Nottingham. 

Howell, Thomas, Post Office at Port Tenant, St. Thomas, near Swansea, 
Glamorganshire, Postmaster. Pet Sept 3. Swwnsea, Sept 19 at 12. 
Sol Morris, 5 Rutiand-st, Swansea. 

Howells, Thomas, sen., Castle Foregate, Shrewsbury, Haulier. Pet Sept 
1. Shrewsbury, Sept 29 at 10. Sol Davies, Shrewsbury. 

Hussey, Edward Giles, Pinhoe, Devonshire. Pet Sept 5. Exeter, Sept 24 
at 12. Sols Fear, Sherborne, Dorset, and Terrell, Exeter. 

Jaques, Edward, Dodworth-road, Barnsley, Coal Miner. Pet Sept 2. 
Barnsley, Sept 26 at 2. Sol Rogers, Barnsley. 

Jarvis, Henry, 28 Blackfriars-rd, St. Ebbes, Oxford, Carrier. Pet Aug 27, 
Oxford, Sept 20 at 2. Sol Kilby, Banbury. 

Jarvis, James, 33 Hills-rd, Cambridge, Coal and Coke Merchant. Pet 
Sept 5. Cambridge, Sept 20 et 12. Sol Bye, Soham. 

Johnson, Thomas, Crow Well-hill, Barnsley, Yorkshire, Weaver. Pet 
July 30. Barnsley, Sept 26 at 2. Sol Patteson, Sheffield. 

Kibler, William, Shustoke, Warwickshire, Corn Dealer. Pet Sept 5. 
Sept 29 at 12. Sols James & Knight, Birmingham. 

King, John, Deddington, Oxfordshire, Baker. Pet Sept 3. Woodstock, 
Sept 20 at 10. Sol Kilby, Banbury. 

Langley, William, Eglwysilan, near Pontypridd, Glamorganshire, Inn- 
keeper. Pet Sept 5. Bristol, Sept19 at 11. Sols Thomas, Pontypridd, 
and Henderson, Bristol. 

Little, Archibald, Purfleet Wharf, Earl-st, Blackfriars, Lime and Cement 
Merchant. Pet Sept 4. London, Sept 23 at 1. Sol Shephard, 9 Sise- 


lane. 

Lock, John, 5 Clifton-rd, New Cross, Kent, Builder and Contractor. Pet 
Sept 3. London, Sept 25 at 2.30. Sol Miller, 5 and 6 Sherbourne-lane. 

Mather, John Collinge, Chester-street, Shrewsbury, Bookseller. Pet Sept 
6. Shrewsbury, Sept 29 at 10. Sol Davies, Shrewsbury. 

Melen, Mary Ann, 48 Vauxhall-rd, Aston-juxta-Birmingham, Baker. 
Pet Sept 4. Birmingham, Sept 29 at 10. Sol Sargent, Birmingham, 
Mold, John, Broughton-rd, Neithrop, Banbury, Gardener and Seedsman. 

Pet Sept 4. Banbury, Sept 22 at 12. Sol Kilby, Banbury. 

Morris, William, 4 Oxford-ter, Portobello-rd, Notting-hill, Middlesex, Up- 
holsterer. Pet Sept 5. London, t 25 at 2.30. Sol Hare, Old Jewry. 

Morris, William, Birmingham, Factor’s Clerk. Pet Sept5. Birmingham, 
Sept 29 at 12. Sol East, Birmingham. 

Nibbs, William, 2 St. James-pl, Westmoreland-rd, Walworth, Outfitter. 
Pet Sept 3 (in forma pauperis). London, Sept 23 at 1. Sols Aldridge 
& Bromley, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Pensam, James, 4 Grafton-st, Fitzroy-sq, Tottenham-ct-rd, Middlesex, 
Commission Agent. Pet Sept 3 (in forma pauperis). London, Sept 23 
at 2. Sol Aldridge, 46 Moorgate-st. 

Perkins, Charles, Thorpe Market, Norfolk, x. 
Walsham, Sept 24 at 11. Sol Scott, North 

Plant, Reuben, 22 Bloomsbury-st, Bedford- -8q, Middlesex, Gentleman. Pet 
Sept 3. London. Sept 23 at 12, Sol Harcourt, 2 King’s Arms-yard. 

Price, Charles, Crickhowell, Breconshire Innkeeper. Pet Sept 5, Crick- 
howell, Sept 23 at 11. Sol Davies, Crickhowell. 

Robertson, Benjamin, Donnington, Lilleshall, Salop, Butcher. Pet Sept 
6, Newport, Sept 24 at 11. Sol Smallwood, Newport. 

koe, James, 28 Frederick-pl, Hampstead-rd, Middlesex, Boot and Shoe 

Maker. Pet Sept 5. London, Sept 23 atl. Sol Waldron, 59 Lamb’s 
Conduit-st. 

Roper, William, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. Pet Sept 6. North- 

Pet Sept 3. 


ampton, Sept 27 at 10. Sols Shield & White, Northampton. 

Scovell, William, Wimborne Minster, Dorsetshire, Builder. 
Wimborne Minster, Sept 19 at 10. Sol Moore, Wimborne Minster. 

Sherriff, George, Godalming, Surrey, Coal Merchant. Pet Sept 5. God- 
aiming, Sept 24 at3. Sol White,8 Danes-inn, Strand, London, and of 
Guildford. 

Slater, John, Manchester-st, = Clock and Watch Maker. Pet 
Aug20. Oldham, Sept 25 at | 

Smart, George, Newport, oe tan Clog Maker. Pet Sept 6. Newport, 
Sept 24at 11. Sol Smallwood, Ne 

Stamper, Thomas Gilderoy, Milford Haven, Pembrokeshire, Grocer. Pet 
Aug 27. Bristol, Sept 19 at 11. Sols Bevan, Press, & Inski age 

Todd, John, Gateshead, Durham, Boot and Shoe Maker, Pet 1, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyae, Sept 23 at 12. Sol Bush, Smniaautts 

Tompkins, William, Heath and Reach, Bedfordshire, Farmer. Pet Sept 
5. London, Sept 25 at 2. Sols Harrison & Lewis, 6 Old Jewry. 

Watkins, William, dt John, Bedwardine, Worcester, Baker. Pet Sept 
1. Worcester, Sept 23 at 11. Sol Corles, Worcester. 

Webb, William, 12 Crescent-ter, Millbank, Middlesex, Messenger in the 
House of Lords. Pet Sept 2. London, Sept 25 at 11.30. Sol Hooper, 
8 Southampton-bldgs, Holborn. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Faway, Sept. 5, 1862. 
feed William Lloyd, Ystalyfera, Llanguicke, Glamorganshire, Grocer. 


Newcastle- 


Pet Sept 3. North 


ToxspayY, Sept. 9, 1862. 
Finigan, John, Duncan-ter, Islington, Middlesex, Aug 13. 


. pM copy, 1837 to 1854. 22 vols., halfcalf... .. ous 








LAW ; BOOKS « on “Sale at ; WILLIAM AMER’S, 
Law Bookseller, Lincoln’s-inn-gate, Carey-street, London, W.C. 
£8. 4, 

Sratures AT Lance (Pickering) Magna Charta to 1861, inclu- . 
sive. 101 vols., calf, fine set, uniformly bound sits 3300 

SraruTes aT LARGE — — Charta to 1860, inelu- 
sive. 42 vols., 4to, calf 

STATUTES AT LARGE (Runnington) Magna Charta to 1860, in 
clusive. 38 vols., 4to, calf 

Srarures, 4to., Magna Charta to ‘1835, ‘continued by royal 
8vo. to 1860, inclusive. 56 vols., calf and half calf . e 

SraruTes, royal 8vo., 1830 to 1861. 31 vols., calf ooo ses 

Another copy. 31 vols., half calf . hea 

Sratutes of the Realm, with Alphabetical Indexes. i vols., 
halfbound ... oe 

Law Journal, containing Reports in all the Courts, with Sta- 
tutes, meas cases, &c,, 1823 to 1861 inclusive, half calf, 
fine set 

Another copy, 1832 to 1361, inclusive, new half calf, cloth sides 

JoRist, oe Reports in all the Courts, with Statutes and 
Digest of ; Cases, from es 1837 to 1861. 36 vols., 
half cal 

+ copy, 1837 to 1859, “32 vols., half brown calf, cloth 


Law Times, from commencement, 1843 to 1859. "34 vols., half 
calf, a nice uniform set... 200 

Bacon’s Abridgment of the Law, by Gwillim end Dodd, best 
edition. 8 vols.,calf, 1832 sé “i eee eve 

BLACKSTONE’S Commentaries, ys Kerr. 4 vols. | 1862... ae 

Baoome’s Commentaries, calf, 1856 

Burwe’s Ecclesiastical 1am. ves Phillimore, 4 vols, last edition. 
1842 ... 7 or) eee 

Burton’s Compendium of the ‘Law ‘of Real Property. 1850, calf 

Carrry’s Burn’s Justice of the Peace and si pees Officer, last 
edition. 7 vols., cloth. 1852 asp oes 

CoKE upon Littleton, by Hargrave ‘and Butler. 2 vols. calf. 

1823 

Courn' 's Digest ‘of the Laws of Real Property, by Hammond. 
8 vols., calf, best edition. 1822 . 

Coore’s Practice of the Probate Court, with Forms, 1859 (8s. 5 

Dantet1’s Chancery Practice, by Headlam. 2 vols., best edi- 
tion. 1857 (£2 2s.) na 

Evans’s Collection of Statutes, by "Hammond, with Granger's 
Supplement to 1836. 10 vols., calf, fine copy .. 

Hayes’s Introduction to en last edition. 2 vols 
half calf. 1840 oes 

JARMAN’S Bythewood's Ounveyancing Precedents, complete, 
with Sweet’s Index. 11 vols., half calf, 1829-34 és 

JaRMAN on Wills, by Wolstenholme and Vincent. 2 vols. 1855 

Jones’s Attorney’s Pocket Book and Conveyancer’s Assistant, 
with Additions by Rolla Rouse. 2 vols.,cloth. 1850 — 
lished at £1 Is.) ... 

Law Maeazine, from commencement, 1828 to 1994 
half calf 


60 vols, 


PRIDEAUX’s Conveyancing. 1856 one ace sed 

Russeww’s Treatise on Arbitration and Award. 1849 ... 

Scriven’s Copyholds. 2 vols, 1834 

Smira’s Mercantile Law, calf. 1855 

Sreruen’s Commentaries of the Laws of England. 4 vols. 1853 

a ied Vendors and Purchasers. 1857. Half calf, last edi- 
ion eee oe eee 
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SuGDEN’s Powers. 2 vols. 1845 ase ase ose ove 

Suepen’s Vendors and Purchasers. 2 vols. 1846 sao 

SucpEn’s Law of Property, as ine peaa Ge the House ot 
Lords. 1849. Half calf ... ES to 

TayYLon’s Law of Evidence. 2 vols., ‘calf. "1855... 

Viner’s Abridgment of Law and Equity, Alphabetically Digested 
under Proper Titles. 30 vols., 8vo., calf. 

Witi1ams’s Law of Executors and ‘imitators fourth edi. 
tion. 2vols. 1849... pee ode ove 


REPORTS. 

Cuancery Reports, 1789 to 1848. Vesey, jun. (8vo.); Vesey 
and Beames; Cooper; Merivale; Swanston; Jacob and 
Walker ; Jacob; Turner and Russell ; Russell; Russell and 
Myine; Mylneand Keen ; Mylne and Craig; Craig and Phillips ; 
Phillips ; Macnaghten and Gordon. 52 vols.,calf ... 06s 

In THe Court or Queen's Bencn, 1786 to 184i. Durnford and 
East; East; Maule and Selwyn; Barnwall and Alderson ; 
Barnwall and Cresswell ; Barnwall and bres Adolphus 
and Ellis. Together, 62 vols. ... eee oes . HO 6 

Suopen’s Decisions in Ireland. By Dru y and Warren, 
and Jones, and Latouche. 8 vols., perfectly new, in calf ... 
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WILLIAM AMER is Licensed (by Authority) to VALUE for PROBATE | 


and LEGACY DUTY, &c., &c. 





HE 
T and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE, 
No. 5, CHANCERY-LANE. 
HENRY GREEN (for many years with the late George Reynell) 
to remind the Legal Profession that a)) advertisements entrusted to 


care will meet with that careful and promptattention which an ex+— 


perience of upwards ofeighteen years in the insertion of pro forma and 
other legal notices, &c., convinces him is so essential. 
Agent for the Unrrep States or America, Canada, Jamaica, &., &¢ 
N.B. One copy only of advertisement required, 
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“LONDON GAZET‘LE,” and LONDON © 











